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Introduction

N

- This management mbdule is one cf four produced by the State Title I
Management Practices Study to provide information on various options that
states.may use to manage their Chapter 1 programs. The four modules are
on the following topices: \

e Application Approval,

e Monitoring,

e Parent Involvement, and

, o Enforcement.

 Each management: moduie contains examples of materials produced by Title I

coordinators, their staff, or their,districts as part of their administra-
tion of the Title I program.

. Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act replaces
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Under Chapter 1,
more management decisions are left to states/ However, some states will
have fewer state administrative funds under/Zhapter 1 than they did under
Title I. These states may have to cut back/on their members of staff,
which may mean that staff with specialized /expertise~-in monitoring or par-
ent involvement, for example--will be let go in favor of more "generalist"
types of staii. Because of this potential loss of Title I experience,
four management modules were developed to present a picture of some of the
more creative practices and approaches used in past administration of

Title I programs. While some of these requirements are not present in

Chapter 1 or not included to the same extent as they had under the 1978
Title I statute (Public Law 95-3561), the results of the State Management
Practices Study indicate that most of the Title I coordinators reported

" pldns to continue activities in these areas under Chapter 1 (Bessey,

andt, Thompson, Rarrison, Putman, & Appleby, 1982). It is hoped that
the practices and exzmples included in these management modules can be .
adopted or adapted by interested-states at minimal cost, or that states

wishing to develop new practices may find some successful past examples

presented herein after which these new practices can be modeled.

Content of theiﬁanagement Modules

.Each module 1is organized into three sections:

 0 a brief history of thé management responsibility from Titie I
to Chapter 1, '

e states' preliminary plans for operating under Chapter 1l as
collected by the State Management Practices Study through in-
depth telephone interviews with 49 Title I .coordinatcrs and
through follow-up interviews conducted onsite to a natiopally ... ...-ow-m
_representative-sample-of 20 states; and”

v




. examples of successful materials and practices used by
) states under Title I.

)

Selection of the Examples for Inclusion’in the Management Modules

As part of the State‘Management Practices Study, all state agenciles
receiving Title I funds were asked to send AIR’ materials, documents, hand-

',books, forms, applications, instructions, rules, checklists, and so on that

they used in thei. ' administration of Title I programs. These materials
were supplemented with other waterials collected by the U.S. Department of
Education, such as the Monitoring and Enforcement Plans, and specific

'~ materials solicited by the study staff .that surfaced. during the telephone

interviews or the onsite visits.

n

All of the materials and examples included in these ..odules are note~
worthy—they were selected from thousands of documents collected from.'
states. In some cases, the choices were difficult, since.several states
had similar materials that were all considered to be exemplary. The final
materials were selected on the basis of: . '

e their interesting or unusual content,

. thelr interesting or unusual format,

e ease of reproduction, and . B o

C

e a desire to present a variety of techniques and materials.

It is important to emphasize,. however, that some very successful practices

or materials from states may have been overlooked-—either because they were’
not submitted to AIR as part of the study's initial requests for materials

or because an attempt was made to select materials from the 1argest number

of states possible to ensure greater variety.

~,

Use of the Management Modules

It is intended that the materials and examples included.in each
module will stimulate -State Chaptér 1 staffs to generate new and creative
ideas for successful management of their Chapter 1 programs. Some of the
examples are presented.in their entirety for ease in xeroxing if desired.
Other examples are merely illustrative of a particular point or practice.
In any case, states are encouraged to contact the Chapter 1 offiges in
state agencies that developed the materials to request more information.
A list of the addresses for mach of the states for which examples are
included in the modules’ is presented as Appendix A for informational

' purposes.
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I. The History of Enforcement: ESEA Ticle I to ECIA Chapter 1 *

e 4

"4 fundamental tenet of a democratic\society holds that
governments and agencies entrusted with public resources
and the authority for applying thew, have a responsibility
to render a full acccunting of theirvactivities. This
accountability is inherent in~the governmental process...”

: . 8 (Honse Cemmittee on
5\ ' : Education and Labor, H.
' " Res. 423, 1979, p. 230) .

' While states' actual management of their enforcement responsibilities
has varied, there are activities common £o most. These have been primar-
ily based upon previous requirements, past good practices, and standards
of quality within the audit profession. Generally, a state enforcement
system may include_procedures for: . ° :

e review and approval of sub-recipient (LEA and state
agerncy) applications;1

e financial and compliénce audits of both recipient (SEA)
and sub-recipient activity; : G

v : . t
e review and processing 3@ sub-recipient audit reports,
including procedures for resolution of identified audit
exceptions; T
‘n K . . o~
e requiring repaymeng-or withholding of federal funds, < -
depending upon the nature of the identified violation;
e resolution of complaints.which<hay inform the SEA of v
sub-recipient non-compliance; and . : :
° apprising the cognizant Federal agency of major areas of
non—compliance in SEA or subrrecipient activity,.espec-
ially in cases of waste, fraud, and abuse.

While not viewed by all states,as an enforcement activity, mohitoring
of sub-recipients may also inform state staff of problem areas which, if
not corrected, may be referred to audit staff for review.?2

In appropriating funds under formér ESEA Title I, Congress vested

responsibility at three distinct levels for. ensuring that the requirements

»

L1L.EA application approval is presented in . a separate module (Putman,
1982) due to its length and complexity.

%

2Monitoring is addressed in a separate module (Aphleby, 1982). 1In
addition, monitoring is discussed at length in the study's final report
(see Bessey, Brandt, Thompson, Harrison, Putman, and Appleby, 1982).




and, ultimately, the intent of the program were followed. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Education was established as the grantor of funds requiring the
development, monitoring, and enforcement of regulations that guide and
direct progzram implementation by grantees (usually states) and sub-grantees
(usually LEAs). States are similarly responsible for local school dis- -
tricts and other sub-recipients. ' :

This three-tiered administration shared the responsibility for

 preserving program purpose at all levels of involvement and provided for

enforcement of compliance by a proximate and kriowledgeable authority
(i.e., states were the primary enforcers of LEA compliance thereby
preserving the intent of the program legislation). -

Preserving the intent of the program thus necessitated the accounta-
bility of program staff to their grantor, their public, and the Congress.
A numbér of mechanisms were provided in the law for maintaiding -this
accountability at all levels. ‘Among these were application approval,
audits and audit resolution, withholding of funds; and rcomplaint resolu-
tion. While it may effectively be argued that enforcemeat alone has not
caused the signi;icant levels of compliance that have existed in the >
program to date, enforcement activities and the threat of sanctions for
non-compliance have influenced program practices (Hill, 1979; Goettel,
Kaplan, & Orland, 1977). Each one of these enforcement sections is
reviewed briefly below.

Audits and Audit Resclution

The primary mechanism for Title I enforcement is the auditing.
Auditing of Title I projects has two primary purposes--to determine fiscal
accountability and program compliance. Fiscal audits assures that federal
funds are properly expended and accounted for. Program compliance audits

determine that federal programs are operating ir teuformance with applic~ »

able laws and regulations. A third purpose of ritle £ audits is to -
deterﬁine the efficiency and economy of progra. operatilsns. The end

result of an audit of federal programs usually includes (1) the determina-~~~»'

tion of whether the financial statements are ptuagentsnd fairly in accord-

. ance with generally accepted accounting princinizgz, (2) the determination

of whether the organization is in compliance vith federal laws and regula-
tions, (3) recommendations for correc.ive action and for strengthening the
management systems, and (4) a request for repayment of misspent funds, if*
necessary, commensura.e with the_exceptions noted. .

Previous Auditing Requirements

Several documents directed states' audit practices under Title I.
These included:

° Generai Education Provisions Act (GEPA} and regulations;

e P.L. 95-561 of 1978;
. .
" @ OMB Circular A-1027 of 1979; , .




® GAO's Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations,
Programs, Activities and Functioms; =~

e GAO's Guidelines for Financial and Compliance Audits of
Federally Assisted Programs; ;

e Education Division General Administrative Regulations
(EDGAR) of 1980; ‘

e 1981 Title I Regulations;

e OMB's Questions and.Answeré on the Single Audit Prowi-
sions of OMB Circular A-102, 198l; and

¢ e OMB Compliénce Supplement, 1980.

* Each of these 1s reviewe4 separately to provide historical perspec-
tive.

GEPA. Prior to the enactment of the 1978 Title I statuite, education
administrators were bound by the audit requirements in the General Educa-
tion Provisions Act (GEPA) and the General Provisions for Programs Regula-
tions (GPPR), which contained general vequirements applicable to all
federally funded education programs. ’

~ Part 100b of GPPR (1973) related to state administered programs and
included requirements for finmancial management and accountability, allow-
able costs, monitoring and reporting, and subgrantee compliance.

Section 100b.301(h) specifically required that audits be made by the
state agency or subgrantee to determine fiscal integrity and compliance
with applicable requirements of the grant or 'subgrant at least once every
two years. While agencies that received federal funds had to be audited
every two years, auditors needed cnly to sample the agency's transactions

”‘“‘f"“’”*‘“‘*‘or‘prugtams—"and~Titie—{~wou1d~not~n ccssapily—begine,uded_eue:ynthLJUL,

audit was conducted of that agency. -

3

P.L. 95-561. Bot! the House and Senate repor:s on the 1978 Education
Amendments discussed previous fipdings that state and local agencles were
in non-compliance with audit requirements, particularly regarding the
N conduct of compliance audits. As a result, Congress decided to clarify
and place within the 1978 Title I statute certain specific audit responsi-
bilitles. The 1978 Title I legislation, for the first time, contained
specific requirements for audits of Title I within Section 170.

Section 170 of the 1978 Title I statute directed states to provide
for audits of Title I expenditures to determine fiscal integrity of grant
and sub-grant financial transactions and compliance with applicable
requirements. The 1978 law did not specify the frequency of audits.

e oo v (This.issue wag later addressed. by regulation.). States were required to

establish procedures , for timely and appropriate audit resolutions, includ-"

ing a process for rgpayment of misspent or misapplied fuands. The- -1978
statute further directed Eﬁito gstablish standards fpr audit resolutipn




to ED a monitoring and enforcement plan (MEP) that would specify the.
aforementioned procedures.

A-102P. 1In Octobec 197¢, the Office of Management and’ Budget pub- .
lished d "Circular A-102; Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants- : :
in-Aid to State and Local Governments, Attachment P-Audit Reguirements”

(referred to as A-102P). The attachment was a résult of an initiative ‘by

then President Carter to improve the auditing of federally assisted

programs through increased audit coordination between federal agencles and

greater reliance on audits to be made by state and local governments. OMB

Circular A~102P is a final policy of the Executive Branch of the Federal

Government and 4s directed at federal agencies (44 FR 60958, 1979). 1t
commuynicates that it is the Administration's policy that federal agencies

require, through regulation, that state and local governments receiving-

federal funds have audits conducted in.conformance with A-~102P stipula-

tions. : D '

A-102P was not previously required of SEAs and LEAs through ED °
regulation; however, audits condugied in conformance with A-102P have been
considered in compliance with audit requirements. As a result, sone
states began to modify audit practices in terms of A-102P stipu1ationsw
The impact of A-102P will increase under Chapter 1.

-A-102P provides for independent audits of fiscal and program compli-
ance on an organization-wide rather than grant-by-grant basis.

. Such audits are to determine whether (a) financial
operations are conducted properly, (b) the financial
statements are presented fairly, (c) the organization has
complied with laws and regulations affecting the expendi-

-~ ture of federal funds, (d) internal procedures have been
“‘\‘“N\‘“tabiished,to meet the objectives of federally assisted

programs, and (e) financial reports to the federal

.Government contain accurate and reliable—4nformation.

: (44FR 60959, 1979)

¢
<
procedures of states. In addition, Section 171 required states to submit ‘
|
|
|
|
i
i
|
|
\

In further exp1anation of the compliance audit, A-102P requires an
examination of the:

*

systems established to ensure compliance with laws ‘and
regulations affecting the expenditures of federal funds...
(44 FR 60959, 1979)

“In addition, the audit examination must determine whether
Federal funds are being expended in accordance with the

terms of applicable agreements...
¢ : (44 FR 60959 1979)

A-102P requires that audits be made at least every two years. SEAs and
" LEAs may arrange for independent audits and prescribe audit scope, consis~-
tent with A~102P, according to their own procedures. Any additional abdit

<




‘work beyond that required by Al02-P, including federal audits, is to build
upon work already donme. A-102P contains further requirements relating to
the audit report and the responsibilities of the federal agencies
overseeing the audit functions. v

Standards. In .addition-to its own specifications, A-102P stipulates
that audits be conducted in accordance with General Accounting Office's
(GAO) Standards for Audits of Governmencal Organizations, Programs,
Activities, and Functions, (Comptrollsr General, 1981), the Guidelines for
Financial and Compliance Audits of Federally Assisted Programs,.(Comp-
troller General,’ 1980), any compliance supplements approved by OMB, and
generally accepted auditing®standards. .The Standards for Audit, first
published in 1972; provides background information and defiritions of
concepts and terms, and prescribes specific procedures, standards.for
quality work, and reporting guidelines. It describes three possible
“elements of audit scope: financial and compliance audit, economy and
efficiency audit, and audit of program results. Most relevant to A-102P
is the first, financial and compliance audit, and the definition contained
within the Standards is consistent with that contained in A-102P.

_ The Standards for Audit provides little new insight toward an under-
standing of compliance auditing, repeating that the audit determines

- whether there is compliance with laws and regulations
which could materially aFfect the entity s financial
statements.

(Comptroller Gemeral, 1981, p. 13)

While this concept is explained later in the publicatiom, it still pro—
vides little information helpful in planning the scope of audits for
individual programs., .
Specifically, the auditors are to satisfy themselves that
the entity has not incurred significant unrecorded

liabilities (contingent or actual) through failufe to . ' e
comply with, or through violation of, laws and regula- -
tions.

(Comptroller General, 1981, p. 25)

As noted in the discussion of A-102P, it is left to the state or local
government requesting an audit to determine and prescribe the specific

scope of the audit prior to the start of auait. (The minimum requirements .
to be audited for;compliance were later prescrihed in the 1981 Title I ‘
regulations. In addition, both the House Report and Senate Report on .
P.L. 95-561 in 1978 indicated that the minimum scope .of Title . compliance
audits should include target area selection, selection of children to be
served, supplemental use of funds and prohibition against general aid.)

The standards contained in this GAO document also deal with auditor
qualifications, independence, due professional care, and scope impair- ¢

o

L




ments. The issue of independence of the auditor, as prescribed by A—102P,

has received a high level of attention by states. -

In all matters relating to the audit work, the audit
organization and the individual auditors, whether govern—
ment or public, must’be free from personal or external
impairments to independence, must be organizationally
independent, and -shall maintain an independent attitude -
and appearance.

* (Comptroller General, 1981, p. 17) . ~ C
Independence 18 considered critical not only in order that audftors’
Judgments and recommendations be impartial but also that they be viewed as

impartia1 by - Outside parties interested in- audit results.

In addition to the detailed considerations of auditor independence

- presented-within the Standards for Audit, the publication refers the -

reader to the AICPA Code of Professional Ethics.'

Guidelines. The Guide1ines for Financial and Compliance Audits of -
Federally Assisted Programs (Comptroller General, 1980) was the secondvv

‘docyiment referenced by A-102P. The 1980 publication of the document

(currently under revision) provided information to assist the auditor in
planning the audit, studying internal control, and testing procedures for
£iscal audit. The document provided‘several relevant appendixes, includ-
ing a fiscal questionnaire and documentation guide, illustrative financial

statements, and OMB Circular A-102P. Particularly relevarit to the fore-
going discussions 1s the chapter on compliance audits. While the Guide-

herein, it went further in referencing requirements to‘be“checked—égr-“___ez______m
determining ccmpliance. ‘

@

Three of ‘the most important requirements are recipient
eligibility, coverage of services, and matching require-
ments. If funds are used to provide services not in-.
cluded in the grant award, ...the total amount of the
award may have to be returned to the-grantor agency.

While these requirements may not cover all significant
compliance requirements, they do include some of the most
important ones and their verification at least would
indicate that funds were used for their intended pur-
pose... Other requirements that may be applicable
include maintenance of effort, indirect cost rate deter-
mination, ‘and allocation and cost principles.

(Comptroller: General, 1989, p.9)
Since A-102P requires the conduct of audits in accorddnce with the

Guidelines, states had to consider the above specifications in planning
the scope of their audits.
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EDGAR. In 1980, HEW published the Education Division General Admin—
istrative Regulations (EDGAR) These were subsequently renamed the
Education Department General Administrative Regulations as a result of the
Department of Education Organization Act.

Section 100b.700 required SEA and 'LEA compliance with applicable
mandates, plans, and applications. Section 100b.702 required SEAs and
LEAs to use fiscal-control and fund accounting procedures that ensure
. proper disbursement of, and accounting for, federal funds.

-~ Section 100b.702 also referenced 45 CFR Part 74, Subpart H, Standards
for Grantee and Subgrantee Financial Management Systems. Section 74.61(h)
required audits in conformance to GAO's Standards in order to examine, on
an organization-wide basis, the fiscal integrity of financial transactions
and compliance with the terms. of the award for those programs tested. The

- regulation required audit frequency of once every two years, procedures

for timely and appropriate audit resolution, and provision of .audit
_reports ‘to a regional HEW Audit Agency office. (45 CFR Part 74 has, since
been revised as 34 CFR Part 74, discussed later in this module.

Section 100b.73Q of EDGAR required both SEAs and LEAs to keep spec-
ific records including those necessary to facilitate effective audits, 1In
addition, Section 100b.731 required the retention of records which would -
demonstrate compliance with~program requirements.

Title I regulations. In January 1981, ED issued regulations on the’
N 1978 Title I statute. The issuance of regulations was delayed for several
reasons. According to House Hearing records, the 1979 Notice of Proposed’
Rulemaking was delayed due to lack of clarity and existence of errors in
the proposed regulations. These proposed regulations had been an attempt
to write rules in "common sense," "non-bureaucratic” language (House
Resolution 423, pp. 3-4). * In an effort to be responsive to criticism, of
that method, a second Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was issued in 1980;
and these regulations were made final in January 1981. When issued as
final regulations in 1981, they clarified and expanded upon the provisions
of the 1978 legislation. President Reagan's administration, however,
delayed the effective date of these regulations until 30 March 1981 to

'
e hpme

permit further review. ED then changed some portions of these regulations

to guidelines as of the effective date.~ It is important to note that;

0 during the time period 1978 until 1981, states also operated under © . %
directions received from ED.through program directives, program reviews,
and telephone conversations.

Section 200. 190 of the 1981 regulations required audits for both
fiscal integrity and program compliance. Compliance audits were to
include review of the following Title I requiremenrs where applicable:

: ¢

e designating schoolaattendance areas;

.-
'

e children to be served;

fidelity of project to the LEA application;




e -supplement, not supplant;

Al

e prohibition regarding gemeral aid; P
° orivate‘school participation;
e 'comparability;

. e malntenance of fiscal effort; and . .

© axXcess costs. .

’ ‘In addition, audits were generally to ‘be conducted once every three
years by independent auditors. Independence was. defined as employed by
the state but outside the Title I administrative unit or employed by a
private firm that is supervised by the state.

Sections 200. 191 through 200.196 related to audit resolution,
appeals, repayment, use of repaid funds, and collection actions.

: Questions and Answers. -OMB issued Questions and Answers on the
Single Audit Provisions of OMB Circular A-012 in December 1981 that
addressed several questions raised by A-102P. This document indicated
that states are responsible for insuring that sub-recipients conduct
‘audits in accordance with A—lOZP, review LEA iudit reports and take any .
appropriate follow-up measures. Correspondingly, during an audit of the
state agency, the auditor is to:

a. review the recipient s [SEA] system for obtaining and acting on
subgrantee " [LEA and state agency] audit reports; . :

b. test to determine whether-the system is functioning in, accordance i
with prescribed procedures; and '

cC. comment on the recipient's [SFA] monitoring and disbursing
- procedures with respect to subgrantees [LEAs and staté agencies,
if warrented by the circumstances]. Reported quéstioned costs
require consideration for materiality, possible adjustment of
financial statements, and possible footnote disclosure.

(Financial Management Board, 1981, pp. 5—6)

OMB Compliance. Supplement, 1980. In August, 1980 OMB issued a
compliance supplement that provided guidance for audits of the 60 largest
federal programs. With regard to Title i, the document described the
authorization, objectives of the program and the major compliance fea- v
tures. - These included the ‘uses of funds and use restrictions relating to-
“instruction and services, applicant (SEA) eligibility, "and beneficiary
(LEA Title I programs) eligibility.

Summary. The impact of this mu1tip1icity of audit mandates and
guidance was confusion over required procedures of states and varied
practices among the states. To complicate this problem, enforcement of
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audit -requirements was inconsistent. For example, compliance auditing and
independence of auditors were two long-standing requirements that were
ignored by some states. In addition, many states previously questioned
the applicability of A-102P requirements to their LEA Title I programs.

' States expressad frustration over past audit requirements and procedures.
For Chapter 1 programs, however, the requirements for auditing sub-

recipients are intended to reduce burden and increase coordination’ of
audit activities.

°

Future AuditiggﬁRequirements

°

Guidance related to auditing Chapter 1 programs is available from the
following sources:

e ECIA of 1981, Chapters 1 and 3; | ;
o 1982'Chapter 1 regulations; | |
e 34 CFR Part 74.62;
. <e. OMB Draft Conpliance Requirements;
. ;GAO's new Draft Audit Guide; and " .

e GAO's Standard for Audits of Governmental Organiza—‘
.tions, Programs, Aétivities, and Functions.

Each of these documents is briefly reviewed belov. s
. ECIA of 1981. Chapter 1 of ECIA is far 1ess prescriptive regarding
audit procedures than Title I. Section 556(b) of  the new statute requires
that LEAs

...keep such records and provide such information to the
state educational agency as may be required for fiscal e _—
audit,, ' o : .

This provisiod does not specifically indfcate audits by the SEA
however, . :Section 596(a) of EGIA Chapter 3 (General Provisions) incorpor-

©  ates Section 435(b)(5) of GEPA, which requires

.,.that the state will use fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures that will ensure proper disburse-
ment of, and accounting for, Federal funds paid to the

Stateu. % : ) °
° '3 1

<

While this is the ‘extent of references to auditing Chapter l programs,
Section 591 of Chapter 3 authorizes ED to

7..issue regulations...relating to proper fiscal account-
ing for funds approprfated under this subtitle...{aid]...
which are deemed necessary to reasonably insure that
there is compliance with the specific requiremeuts and -
assurances required by this. subtitle. o

11
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The Secretary is considering the issuance of an amendment to
34 CFR 74.62, which will address the requirement of an audit plan in

Section 434(a)(2) of GEPA. Section 434(a)(2) of GEPA requires states to.

_‘submit to ED a plan for monitoring and enforcement of ‘compliance®by local:

agencles with fedeéral requirements, including independent audits. If
issued, this amendment .would apply to Chapter 1. .

Chapter 1 regu}ations‘ ED released’ final regulations’ for Chapter 1’

L on 29 July 1982. The regulations provide some guidance for SEA planning.
- One of the major changes in enforcement activity provided in these regula—

tions is that the provisions of EDGAR; Code of Federal Regulations.

(CFR) 34, Part 74 Administration .of Grants, except for Section 74.62; and
Part 76 State Administered Programs will ngt apply to Chapter 1. Instead,
states may apply "equivalent” procedures of their own for financial
management and control of their Chapter 1 program. However, states. s
continuing to use the provisiors in EDGAR will be considered to be in
compliance with the accountability provisions of Chapter 1 (47 FR 6586,
1982).

Sections 200.56 and 200.57 of the regulations relate to recordkeeping
refuirements, audits, and access to records. Secticn 200.56(b)(2) re~
quires state and local agencies to keepc_° ' '

other records that are needed to facilitate an effective
audit of, the Chapter 1 proJect and that show compliance
. with Chapter 1 requirements.

Section 206 57(b) requires that any state or local governement that

" recieves Chapter 1 funds conduct audits in conformance with requirements

of 34 CFR 74.62

34 CFR Part 74.62. By reference, EDGAR incorporated the general

regulation for the administration of grants (34 CFR Part 74). Sec-

tion 74.61 (h) set forth specific audit -standards for all grant programs,
including Title I. This 1982 amendment to. EDGAR provides, for audit
requirements established in OMB Circular A-102 Attachment P: . the conduct
of -audits on an organization-wide basis rather than a grant-by—grant
basis, the requirement for fiscal and program compliance audits, audits at
least once every two years, and the’use of independent auditors.

, Organization-wide auditing has become known as the single-audii
concept. ' This type of audit practice permits.an LEA to arrange for one
audit of all its federal education programs to be conducted simultaneously
by a single auditor (or.firm), thereby reducing duplication of effort and
disruption of local practice. Guidance on implementation of A-102P was
provided to the State Management Practices Study by a regional Inspector
General for Audit im Region VIL.  His memorandum is presented in Figure 1.

.
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- MEMORANDUM
To: Kim Putman
State Management Practices $tudy

- From: Rodney Small ' .
' Regional Inspector General Region VII
0IG Office of Audit

Re: A-102P Audits
The various Inspeetor Generals are required as part of their
responsibilities as "Cognizant Agency" to provide guidance to recipient
organizations and their independent auditors on how to satisfy the audit
requirements imposed by OMB Circular A-102P. '

_ " * At the onset of its relationship with a recipient organization, a
cognizant audit agency should communicate with recipient organization . . .
officials and their auditors to foster an understanding of the require—

ments of Attachment P. Ideally, such communication should occur on a
face-to-face basis; however, written communications may effectiyely be

used to accomplish this objective. This initial communication should be

- designed so that the recipient organization and its auditors clearly
understand what their responsibilities are under Attachment P. At a

-minimum, the following topics should be discussed ‘up front:"

a. The recipient organization and/or its auditors should have in - to
" their possession all the reference material they need to properly o
~ conduct the audit (i.e., Attachment P itself, and the publica-
tions cited in Paragrvaph 5, Attechment P)..

b. The recipient organization should havé a clear understanding of
" the qualifications requiremeunts for auditors prescribed by the
GAO Standards, Chapter IV. They should also understand that the
auditor should be engaged in accordance with procedures which are
in compliance with OMB Circular A-102, Attachment O and Paragraph
16 .of Attachment P. These understandings will help ensure that
the recipient properlj engages a qualified auditor. )

c. The recipient organization should clearly specify in its engage-
ment agreement with the auditor that the audit will include the
requirements of OMB Circular A-102, Attachment P, and that "all
Federal awards will be included in the scope of the audit in
accordance with Attachment P requirements.

=

"d. Among the matters for which cognizant audit agencies will; wpon—
request, provide technical assistance are: : :

(1) compliance requirements for grants both included
and not included in compliance supplements '
approved by OMB; and .

Figure i;"Memorandum on Implementation of A-102P
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| (11) assistance to auditors concerning the representative test.
| . . of charges to Federal grants required by OMB Circular
{ S A-102, Attachment P, Psragraph 7. :

e

e. The auditor who will perform the audit should clearly understand

‘ that Attachment P audits require the expression of opinions and
inclusion of comments in audit repdrts or management letters
which go beyond the standard opinions and comments usually
presented in audit reports.

. The "up front" discussions with the recipient oLganization and its
auditors should also inelude discussion of: :

1) who to contact when questions arise;
(11) when the audit report will bg submitted; and

U E (ii1) how, to whom, and how many copiles of the’ report will
- ¢ _ be submitted. :

Figure 1. (continued)




g _ . .
OMB Draft Compliance Requirements. In February 1982, OMB, in con-
junction with AICPA, prepared a draft of a new compliance supplement to
replace the 18 August 1980 OMB compliance supplement (Reed, 1982). This
document, which is expected to be issued in final form late in 1982, will
provide for the specific compliance areas to be tested and audit proced—
ures to be used during a compliance review. In the current draft, the
Chapter l program mandates specified for review include: -

K]

; selection of attendance areas, Section 556(b)(1l);

° “annual needs assessment, Section 556(b)(2);
e rprivate school participation, Section 557(a);

e maintenance of effort, Section 558(a);

.oV

° supplement not supplant, Section 558(b);
e comparability of services, Section 558(c); and
e prohibition against general aid to education, Section 555(c).

The final compliance supplement will cover over 60 major Federal
programs,’ including Chapter 1. These 60 programs are to be tested on
every audit conducted. Other federal programs may.be tested on any audit
but should be examined over at least a fouror five~year period.

GAO Standards. In addition to its own specificadions, A-102P refers
“to the GAO Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs, °
Activities and Functions, previously reviewed (Comptroller General,
“1981). Guidance provided in the Standards includes definitions of com-
monly used audit terms and concepts, descriptions of procedures to be used
in planning, conducting and reporting the audit, standards for the quality
of the auditor's work, and formats for reporting.

GAQ's Draft Audit Guide. The Guidelines for Financial and Compliance
- Audits of Federally Assisted Programs 1is currently under major revision
(Task Force, 1982). The final document is expected to be issued in
October 1982, The "draft" of this document indicates that it will be of
great assistance in conducting financial and compliance audits of feder-
ally assisted programs. This document identifies the specific reporting
requirements required by OMB' Circular A-102P as well as provides detailed
exhibits of how to satisfy these requirements. In addition, this document
provides other specific guidance for the independent auditor regarding how
- to "plan” for the single audit, and it indicates what is expected by the.
Federal Government as the minimum “scope"” requirements for a single
organization-wide audit. This, in conjunction with the compliance supple-
" ment discussed earlier, should clear up many uncertainties about the audit
requirements specified by OMB Circular A-102pP.

It is quite clear that the requirement for. fiscal audit contained
within the Chapter 1 statute carries the full force of law. Regulations .
implementing the requirements of A-102P have been published and apply to
Chapter 1.




Withholding of Payments

A second component“of the enforcement system that.was provided under
Title I 1s the authority tg withhold payments of federal funds in the case
of violations of applicable law and regulations.

. The 1978-Tit1e I statute provided that an SEA notify the LEA or state
agency of its intention to withhold part or all of its future funding,

after opportunity for a hearing, due to non-compliant activities. Pending
the outcome of proceedings to withhold, an SEA could also suspend payments
to an agency. .Withholding would continue until the SEA was satisfied that

the LEA or state agency was in compliance, or until there was in effect a

compliance agreement that specified the terms and conditions under which
the LEA or state agency would achieve compliance.

"The 1981 Title I regulations elaborated on the procedures for with-
holding, provided for suspension of payments, and permitted the SEA to
return withheld funds to the same agency upon achievement of compliance
(Section 260.200d) or reallocate the funds to other agencies if the-
non-compliant agency remained in violation of law (Section 200.386). The
regulations further described the use of compliance agreements in order to
avoid the withholding action. The compliance agreement could be used only
for current violations, and must have included details of the viola-
tion(s), actions necessary to achieve compliance, and .a schedule for
resolving the violation(s) within 90 days.

it 1s impor-ant to note that the agency could not be ‘held liable for-
repayment of funds spent during the existence of the agreement on non=-
compliant activities specified in the agreement (Section 200.210c). That
is, once the compliance agreement begins, the SEA can no longer withhold
funds or request additional repayment for funds spent during the existence
of the agreement for the violations covered in the agreement.

One unresolved question involves both repayment and withholding.
Might a state have used both sanctions for one violation--repayment for
past misexpenditure and withholding to prevent further misexpenditure
until the violation has been corrected? Theoretically, an SEA, as a
result of an audit, could have required repayment for disallowed costs
because of a violation and, if the agency failed to correct the situation,

could also have withheld future payments. As part of that action, the SEA '

could have also suspended pa;ments pending the outcome of the withholding
provision. Of course, the agency's application for the succeeding year

. could not have been approved until corrective actions were taken.

This issue was raised after reviewing states' MEP audit sections and
the guldance provided by ED for developing the MEP. The ED model/sample
MEP stated that the withholding authority was a possible enforcement
mechanism for monitoring, and repayment was the only specified ' corrective
action” cited for audit exceptions (ESEA Title I Program Directive,

1979). Yet audit exceptions can be monetary or procedural. Monetary
exceptions require repayment, while procedural exceptions require correc-—
tive actions. However, nothing in the law or regulations directly '
addressed the authority to use either or both remedies (withholding and

o
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" repayment) to address violations, regardless of whetner'the non-compliance
was identified by monitors or auditors. ' :

Chapter 1 includes no specific withholding authority for states, only
for ED. However, Section 200.59 of the regulations implementing the ‘
Chapter 1 program for LEAs contains the following provision regarding
state rulemaking. v .

To carry out its responsibilities; and SEA may, in
accordance with state law, adopt rules, regulations
procedures, guidelines, and criteria regarding the 'use of
Chapter 1 funds, provided that those rules, regulaéions,
procedures, guidelines, and criteria do not conflict with
the provisions of— : '

(1) Chapter 1;

(2) The regulations in this part; or ‘ ‘ ' ,

(3) Other applicable federal statutes and regulations.
Thus, the SEA does have the authority to adopt reasonable rules consistent
with Sections 200.190-200.195 and 200.200 of the 1981 Title I¥regulations
relating to auditing and withholding of payments (Small, 1982). . ,

Complaint Resolution

A third compotient of the SEA enforcement system authorized under
Title I is the SEA requirement to 'adopt written complaint resolution
procedures. While”not always associated with enforcement, the statute
referred to these resolution procedures as a mechanism to acquire informa-
tion regarding violations of Title I or other applicable GEPA provisions
by receiving complaints and complaint appeals from LEAs and state agen-
cies. Procedures were to include timelines for resolution, onsite inves-—
tigation (if. necessary), an opportunity for hearing, right of appeal to
ED, and dissemination of such procedures to interested persons, including
parent advisory courcils.

o

‘The 1981 Title I regulations elaborated on this area, specifying SEA
resolution of complaints within 60 days (under normal circumstances) or
referral to the appropriate LEA within 30 days. The regulations also
described the content of an SEA final resolution of a complaint and
provided for an appeal to ED within 30 days of receipt of the SEA's
decision (Sections 200.180-200.188).

Regarding future SEA responsibilities, the SEA complaint resolution
requirement is absent from both the Chapter 1 statute and the accompanying
regulations. However, adoption of complaint procedures at the SEA level
is not inconsistent with the intent of Chapter 1.
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"ﬂ Summary

¢ "t 1s quite clear that both the Chapter 1 law and its proposed :
regul: tions are brief and general; the primary objectives being to redyce.

regulatory burden and free the schools of unnecessary federal supervision,

direction, and control. While it may be argued that lack of prescriptive
regulation results.in increased administrative,flexibility, it may also be
argued that Chapter l“has‘left program managers with many questions
regarding permissible activities, allowable costs, and expected and

required reaponsibilities. For example: -

3

e Question: What specific requirements must be checked in
program complianze audits? Answer: State and local
. "fiscal integrity and program compliance, especially those
requirements specified in the new OMB compliance supple-
ment? .
. . ‘ @ .
e Quesftion: Must Chapter 1 programs berrepresented among
transactions tested or sampled under organization-wide
audits every time a grantee (SEA) or subgrantee (LEA) is
audited (at least every two years)? Answer: Yes.. The
60 largest ED programs, as listed in the new OMB com-
pliance supplement and including Chapter 1, must be
tested on each financial and compliance audit.

L)

L]

. ® Question: May states use rulemaking authority to require
activities by LEAs, particularly those related to LEA
accountability? Answer: Yes. Section 200.59 of the
Chapter 1 regulations allow for state rulemaking..... . ..

v

" ® Question: As trustees of public funds, must states
recelve and resolve complaints in a timely manner?
Answer: Since Chapter 1 is a state-administered program
the decision 1s left to states. Complaint resolution is,
however, considered good management practice.

o Question: What enforcement“sanctidns may states employ to
bring LEAs into compliance? Can ongoing SEA desk-
auditing of LEA requests for reimbursements for unallow- -
able costs, coupled with technical assistance to correct
the situation, serve a similar function? : Auswer: SEA

- ganctions remain virtually the same as under Title I.

While many of the requirements for auditing have not changed, their

.enforcement 1s expected to result in modification of some states' prac-

tices. The reaction among recipients of federal assistance to the lack of
further audit guidance and lack of specificity of program mandates may .be
fears of audit exception and a resultant wide range of enforcement prac-
tices among states. The Chapter 1 regulations address this issne,

To the extent feasible, the Searetary will give deference
to an SEA's interpretation of & Chapter 1 requirement if




e

that interpretation. is not ihconsistent with the Chap=-
ter 1 statute, lqgislative'history, and regulations

(47 FR 6585, 1982)

It may be expected that it will Le some time before state and local
program officials becomé familiar with Chapter 1 statute, legislative
history, and regulations, and that change will be marked with a signifi-
cant level of anxiety. It is also likely that management practices will
change slowly from Title I procedures to Chapter 1 procedures. We may
take a lesson from history in considering the possible future of Chapter 1
regulation from ED., In reference to the years following the issuance of
the 1965 Title I statute, an ‘unnamed Washington observer reportedly’
commented about the similarity between that time and.the present.

Because many points weren't clear in the first regula~
tions published for the ESEA after it was passed in 1965,
the U.S. Office of Education began issuing a stream of
clarifications and program guidelines, particularly for
Title I.

Over the years, the guidelines became sc¢ voluminous and
confusing that' states and local education agencies
pleaded.for self-contained regulations. When they got
the regs, they pointed with horror to how long and
burdensome they were. Now the idea seems to be to make
the regulations short again-~-so they will again need
non-binding guidelines.(Robinson, 1982, p. 4)

ED issued a draft "Chapter 1 Handbook"™ in March 1982. The handbook
contains guidelines for SEAs administering LEA Chapter 1 projects, the
guidelines are binding upon ED and non—binding on state and local eduga-~
tion agencies.

The contents of the Handbook include reviews of Chapter 1 defini-~
tions, state assurances, payments for state administration, LEA require-
ments, services to local neglected or delinquent institutions, and appli-~
cability of other statutes and regulations. Included in the appendixes
are copies of ECIA, the Chapter 1 regulations; and OMB Circular A~102P.
While SEAs and LEAs will be encouraged to develop alternative approaches
to the guidance offered by ED, recipients of funds are likely to listen
closely to the words of the body holding the purse strings.
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II. States' Preliminary Plans Regarding Chapter 1 Enforcement Activities ¢

As states plan their Chapter 1 management, coordinators are looking
to each other for further information regarding SEA responsibilities,
clarification of unresolved issues, and creative ideas for implementa-
tion. States have asked members of the State Management .Practices Study
to report inforhation on other states' plans.

The study addressed the area of SEA enforcement'activities under ESEA
Title I. State coordinators indicated what enforcement measures they o
would continue if none were specifically required by law. Since the
provisions of Chapter 1 were not in existence at the time of the early
interviews, the answers to this questidn were purely speculative. As. part
. of the interviews conducted onsite to a representative sample .of 20
states, state-level personnel were queried specifically about their
continuation plans under Chapter 1. By this time, Chapter 1 requirements
were.a little better understood, and state coordinators were beginning to
make plans as to what aspects of their Title I practices would or would
not be included as part of Chapter 1 management. ‘

The discussions on continuation plans.are presented in two parts for i
audits, withholding,‘!nd complaint resolution. Within each section, the
speculative answers provided by the 49 Title I coordinators during the
telephone interviews are summarized and interpreted first, followed by
information obtained from the 20 state Title I Coordinators in response to
specific probes about their management plans under Chapter 1. '

c

Audits and Audit Resolution g ' B

" To assess the s®te Title I ‘coordinators' perceptions of the impor= -
tance of auditing and the future of the activity, they were first asked
whether state and federal audits are necesssary. Most (N=38) felt ‘that
state audits are necessary activities; a lesser number felt that federal
audits (N=28) are necessary. Some of these felt that, while audits of
LEAs were needed, this respénsibility should rest with the states, not the
- federal goverument.

On the basis of their answers to the entire auditing section of the

interview, coordinators were classified as having auditing attitudes as
follows: . . _ . .

e positive toward fiscal audits, positive toward program
audits (N=16),

° positive toward fiscal audits, negative toward program . VR
audits-(N-27), and f o

° negative toward fiscal and program audits (NsS) ' o S

One state could not be classified. These, attitudes ref1ect controversy \:,f
regarding the merits of fiscal and program audits. . S
Continuation of fiscal auditScwas reported by 42 states;écontinuationu ..

of program audits was reported by 15 states., If auditing were not a-

-
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requirement for states, only four states felt they would not conduct ‘ .
audits, two saying they could not unless it was a federal requirement. In
addition, three of these four repofted general dissatisfaction with the
audit provisions of P.L. 95-561l. This trend also held true among states.
that did not consider state audits necessary. While some problems may ¢
have been expressed by those states planning to continue auditing, most
were not generally dissatisfied as a result of their experiences with
auditing. ' R

<The 42 states that would plan tu continue fiscal audits believed
maintaining fiscal accountability was important to ensure that:Title I
funds are spent for their intended purposes. The level of frustration
that Title I coordinators experienced in implementing program audits is
reflected by the fact that only 15 states said they would continue. program
compliance audits; another 19 stated strongly that they would not plan to
continue program audits. This latter group of states also expressed
general dissatisfaction with the audit provisions.

Other audit continuation plans reported by states that they might make
if audits were not required include: .
e rely on monitoring rather than program compliance audits
to ensure accountability (N=20);

e rely on state laws or,rules for audits (N=13);

e -modify certain audit procedures, such as repayment |
lmethods or conduct of onsite visits (N=6); ©

° place less overall emphasis on auditing (N=6);

™ _rely on LEA general education audits that also include
Title I programs (N=5); and :

o audit certain programs only, such as those programs with .
a history of problems, programs in large LEAs, or those
programs requesting audits (N=4).

A sizable number of gtate Title I coordinators (N=35) also indicated -
that there were other enforcement sanctions that could be used in addition ‘
to or instead of auditing.” These sanctions are listed in Table 1.

3
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_ Table 1

2

.SEA Enforcement Sanctions Other Thathuditipg

Other Eﬁfbrcement Sanctions S oo ‘Number of Statég

Use Monitoring ¢ ' S 28

Use Withholding,>Comp11ance'Agreements,‘ - " - s R
and Repayment of Funds ' © : - 7

Use Technical Assistance o e o '5. R

Use State Authbrity; Rules taw%. ' ” ’ ‘11,..

'Use General LEA.Au&its ) : . o "6

Use Federal Auditors ‘ , 2

LR

Mbst preferred to use monitoring to enforce requirements of Title I.‘ This -

. comment is understandable, because monitoring has traditionally been under

the control of the state Title I unit, while auditing has not. .Fourteen

‘states indicated clearly that they would not want the federal government

auditors to replace the state auditors ad&ffhlfill the SEA audit function.
These data indicate that, while coordinators feel that fiscal accoun-
tability 1s important, they prefer to use their own Title I program
monitors for program review and improvement.
The four states indicating that they would not plan to continue
auditing were also the states classified as having the most anti-auditing
attitudes mentioned above. They felt that neither fiscal nor program
compliance audits were necessary.  The states with positive attitudes
toward fiscal auditing but negative attitudes toward program audits
generally reported an interest in énforcement sanctions other than audit-
ing to ensure compliance with the program.

s

The multiplicity of past audit mandates resulted tn a variety of

~attitudes toward audiiing. Much of the negative comments regarding

auditing may- be attributed to the confusion that resulted from inconsis-

. tent enforcement of audit requirements, as well as lack of knowledge among

<

coordinators of this indepeundent activity.

Follow-up interviews subséquentlyhéonducted onsite in 20 states

provided an oppertunity to discuss specific auditing plans undér Chap-~

ter 1. Both the Title I coordinators and their auditors, where available,

were queried about their future plans. ' ‘ : ~ '
Most states (N=19) indicated that they would continue fiscal audit-

ing: Only one state was unsure whether or not fiscal audits would con~
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tinue. Only a 'small number of states (N=6) indicated they would continue
program audits; the remainder responded negatively or were unsure of

- future plans in this area. This result is not unexpected for -several

. reasomns: - v ¢

e Most state Title I coordinators (N=32) had less than
. positive attitudes toward program audits.

e In the absence of federal audit requirements, few (N=15)
" gtates indicated they would continue program audits.

e The regulations for ECIA and the revised EDGAR regula-
tions, which required implementation of OMB Circular
A102-P, had not been released as of the date of the
interviews. Thus, based upon the language of ECIA,
several states thought that they would no longer be
required to conduct program compliance audits.

It is now apparent that A102-P audits will be enforced for federal
program auditing, including Chapter 1 programs. .Unstructured follow=-up
contacts with a small sample of coordinators indicated that plans are
currently underway in some states for implementing Al02~P. Based upon the
data presented. here, and the requirements for Al102-P described in the
introduction, further changes to states auditing .practices are expected.

“

Withholding of Payments

t

Almost all coordinators agreed that, if there were no enforcement
sanction in the law for withholding payments, they would include some as,
part of their program management (N=34). Seven coordinators said they
would use it, because they like or need the authority when dealing with
some of their LEAs. Ten coordinators, however, indicated that use of
withhold/ % as an enforcement sanction depended upon the presence of a
federal/state mandate Or approval from state policymakers.

Although most coordinators preferred to have the law regarding with-
holding of payments unchanged, a sizable number (N=27) felt they could -
enforce compliance in other ways. Ten coordinators said they could
enforce compliance through persuasion, threats, coercion, or bluffing; six
suggested enforcing compliance through current activities, such as moni-
toring or auditing; and three suggested withholding. approval of LEA
applications. Three coordinators, however, felt that withholding of
payments is the best or most effective way to enforce compliance.

State Title Y coovdinators from a sample of 20 states were queried
specifically about their plans to use withholding of payments as an
enforcement sanction under Chapter 1.

Most of these coordinators (N-14) felt that they would continue to use
withholding as an enforcement sanction, while the remaining (N=6) states
indicated they would not or that they were unsure of their plans.
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States that planned to continue to use withholding felt strongly that
withholding helped strengthen their program management. Some of the
comments made by the Title I coordinators include:

States have the right.and the obligation to stop any
activities that are illegal or educationally unsound.

Withholding is a useful threat. We will use it in the .
‘most extreme circumstances to effect compliance. ’

Withholding, in some cases, is the only way to bring
s schools into line.,

If you slap the wrists of an,LEA once, the others will
stay in line.

=]

Withholding of:payments is the only leverage a state has
to change. procedures. ‘

Those states that were unsure of their future use most often cited
uncertainty over a perceived lack of federal mandate in this area. 1In one
state, the coordinator expressed frustration over the state' s perceived
~ lack of authority in this area. This coordinator said:

I hope LEAs do not push too hard in this area. While a

precedent in the state. does exist for a noncompliance

action to mean “no money,” the precedent was backed by

‘both State Board rulings and federal law. If withholding -
is not allowed, what do I do with my large LEAs? - After I

try enforcing with bluffing and coercion and fail, what

next?

[
3

Only after the interviews were conducted, however, did: the study staff
learn that ED's interpretation of the rulemaking provision added to the
Chapter 1 regulations extendea to the use of withholding of payments.

, Comments made by the states indicated that they would not use with-
holding of payments under Chapter 1 include:

We never used it under Title I and won't start now. We

will work out problems before they get to the Withholding
‘stage. s

We don't planlto withhold payments,,because there are
fewer things to withhold payments for.

Other than the possibility that states may not be able to withhold
funds without an express federal mandate, only two coordinators anticipa-
ted problems in carrying out their withholding actions. They both cited
problems caused by lack of SEA staff and resources that would be needed . to
get a procedure into place and then to carry through with it.

&,
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. Complaint Resolution

Most Title T coordinators (N=34) reported that they would plan to
gontinue using complaint resolution procedures as part of their program

‘management, even if the law does not require it. Eleven coordinators were

adamant about this fact, indicating that they would continue as in the

- 1978 legislation regardless. Five state coordinators said they would.

countinue as in the 1 legislationa, but without the' provision allowing a

<complaint to go directly to the federal level. Another group of coordina-

tors indicated that, without requirements in federal law, they would rely
on their own state's due process gtatutes or procedures. Five states were
willing to get up more informal processes or to accept LEAS procedures in

_.this area. -Finally, three coordinators said that. they would do whatever

their Chief-State School. Officers wanted. ) ) !

Specific continuation plans for the use of complaint resolution
procedures under Chapter 1 were asked of a sample of 20 state Title I
coordinators during subsequently conducted onsite interviews. Fifteen of
these coordinators felt that they would continue to incorporate formal or
informal complaint resolution procedures in their program management; five
were either unsure of their plans or planning not to continue using
complaint resolution procedures. o

Comments made by the cobrdinators desirous of continuing complaint
resolution procedures in their program management include:

~ We will continue as.before.(resolying‘complaints)”to“main-
tain peace and harmony between the public and local school
districts.’ :

 We will use current procedures. It's a good idea to have a
structure in place inhouse--we're better protected in case
of law suitss -

- We will keep our same procedures, although we have not used
them much. ' The large cities, though, are political enough
that they, too, need procedures of their owm, regardless of
the law. .

It is.comforting ¢o the public to know that we do have a
complaint resolution procedure, although we've practically
never received any complaints. .
A complaintﬂ."hlution procedure is in line with our philos~
ophy to permit opportunities for Ehe people to be heard. %

Some of the coordinators who'planned to continue formal resolution
procedures (N=5) planned to rely on their state-developed, (not Title I
specific) procedures in the future. They felt their state agency-wide '
procedure was more effective than a procedure that might differ program by
program. -
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' The three states that were unsure of their future continuation plans
cited lack of a federal mandate and lack of state authority to. requare-
districts to follow written complaint procedures - as their primary reasons.

Tk reactions of two states that planned not to continue with their
complai. ‘asolution procedures include. ‘ ‘

This is a trivial issue.
The less said about it, the better.

For both states,. the state coordinators had felt that the procedures were

-‘used inappropriately in their states by somé local individuals or groups .
that were trying to force a point with the local administyators. Since no

other avenue to file complaints was perceived by these individuals as

" avallable, they decided to use the Title I complaint procedures that were

accepted and made known to the public. The state coordinators were

frustrated over the fact that much time and effort had been wasted to . -

resolve formally submitted complaints that were only marginally related to

‘Title I programs. -The LEA requirements of "program purpose” and ‘suffi-

cient size, scope, and quality” apparently were defined vaguely enough by
the statute that any groups willing to file general complaints were able
to use areas such as these for the basis of their complaints.

It may be due, in part,-to situations such as.these, or to the amount.
of paperwork generated by the Title I complaint resolution provision that
prompted 12 coordinators to plan to: modify their procedures under Chap-
ter 1. While five planned to utilize their state<agency procedures as
indicated above, others planned to loosen some of the current requirements
as follows. :

I

e relax the time lines (N=2), _ o -
- relyrprimarily on informal (not formal) complaints (N=2),

e require only that LEAs--not the SEA~--have complaint
resolution procedures (N=1), or

. .encourage LEAs to have their own procedures (N=1).

One coordinator indicated that he thought the contents of the complaints
under Chapter 1 would differ in that more would be filed by parents and
PACs iu order to keep»their voice in the Chapter 1 program issues.

Only one coordinator anticipated that he would have any problems with
continuing to have some sort of complaint resolution policy. - Lack of
staff time to intermesh the Title I policies with those of the state was
used as the primary problem.
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_III. Examples of . Enforcement Practices and Materials

This-section'of the module discusses states' past practices, par-
ticularly as they may be relevant to future audit requirements. The
~ discussion begins with a review of the extent to which states' practices
approximated the conditions of A-102P auditing and the extent of change
that are expected in auditing practices as states conform to A-102P.

.The discu8sion then. turns-to a review of the compliance areas that
. were reportedly audited by states according to a review of telephone "
interviews and materials provided to the State Management Practices
Study. Finally, this section presents some portions from past audit
materlals that may serve as example formats for future audit materials.

It is dmportant to keep in mind that the Study did mnot receive
auditing documents from all states. It was often difficult to-determine
audit practices based upon the materials provided. In addition, the
materials provided in some cases do not reflect changes in audit practices
as reported by Title I coordinators. Therefore, it is emphasized that
those practices discussed or materials presented here may not be the only
good examples that states may wish to follow. These are merely represen-
tative of the materials received and reviewed. :

A-lOZP Auditing

It was very "difficult to determine from talephone interviews and
document reviews the extent to which states' audit ‘practices were in
conformance to A-102P. Four primary stipulations regarding A-102P were
examined: )

o . 1ndependence of the auditor,
° frequency of audits,
e financial and compliance audits, and
e single auditlconcept.
Each of these is discussed_below.

Independence of the: Auditor. While 'all states apparently used
auditors independent of Title I staff to conduct. fiscal audits, this was
not the case for program audits: Seven states reported that their Title I
units conducted program compliance audits, and six reported conducting no.’
program compliance audits at all. Among the remaining states, 36 con-
ducted compliance audits with staff outside the Title I unit.. These data
indicate that audit practices in 13 states must -be modified to obtain
' conformance with the independence of auditor standard in A-102P.

<




4

of the 43 states conductinq program compliance audits, 14 scheduled
audits at least every two years. In 28 states, audits were done less
frequently, and, in one state, a determination regarding frequency of -
audits could not be made. :

-

. In the future, 21 states must increase the frequency of fiscal audits
and in order to comply with A-102P, program audits must either increase
in frequency or begin for the first time in 35 gtates.

Financial and . Compliance Audits. ~ All 49 states interviewed conducted
financial audits. In additiom, .43 conducted program audits. In the
future, six states must begin compliance audits in order to comply with

Sin gle Audit Concept It appears from the document review that most
,states conducted audits on a grant-by-grant basis. While this determina-
' tion was difficult to make, based on data available, at least five states
conducted organization-wide -audits. This indicates that as many as 44
states may need to modify their practices to conform to A-102P stipulction
of single auditing.

Summary According to data collected, almost all states will need to
modify thelr practices to conform to A-102P. Informal communications with
state Title I coordinators indicate that some states have already begun
this transition. .We know that one state has conducted A-102P audits for
two years and is now in the third year. In Exhibit 1, A-102P audit
procedures are explained to a school district scheduled for an audit.

4
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Exhibit 1. (Missouri)--Letter Regarding Audit Procedures

" CUSACK, MENSE, BROWN & CO. * (page 1 6: 5)
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
Suite 210 Miners Bank Buiding, P.O. Box 818
Joplin, Missouri 64801 :
Telephone 417-623-2506

PARTNERS ‘ | | .

THOMAS C. CUSACK, C.P.A.
EUGENE M. MENSE. JR..C.P.A. , ,
SRR D ALLEN, EP A | | B
. N, C.P.A. . X . ,
DEBORAMA. McCQY,CP.A. July 1, 1981

Bates Coun:y School Dis:rict R-4
110 West Olive
Rich Hill, Missouri 64779

Gentlemen:

J As you are no doubt aware, the Missouri.Department of Elementary and
' Secondary Education will be requiring,as a part of all school district audits
‘this year, a rather extensive compliance audic of all federal programs in
which the district participates which are of a categorical nature.. This will
inciude ESEA Titles I, IV-B and IV-C, Public law 94-142, Vocational Education
Act, Coaprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA), Adul: Basic Educationm, ’
National School Lunch Program, Follow .Through, and The National Energy Con-
servation Act. See Commissioner Arthur Mallory's letter to School District
Adninistrators of April, 1981 for official notification of the S:a:e require- |
ments. o ‘ ‘ , j‘
|
|

These requirements, which are far in excess for.all programs except Na-
tional School Lunch of those which we havz had the following previous years,
are 8 result of new requirements by the Federal Department of Education and

" the Federal Office of Maanagement and Budget. Specifically, OMB has issued
attachment "P" to Circular Al102 which applies to all school districts nation-
ally. It requires an addition to the traditional financial audit, a compre-
hensive compliance audit of all Federal Categorical Aid Programs. It further,
through the compliance supplement thereto, requires rather Specific in depth

' testing of certain compliance areas within these programs. The Federal De-
partment of Education is charged with monitoring and implementing this re-
quirement, and 28 such has worked with the Missouri Department of Blemen:aty
and Secondary Education .to establish appropriate audit criteria. Under the.'
Federal Department of Education guidelines we would be required to review

- '~ compliance only for thosé federal programs which we deem material in relation -
to the total federal dollars received by the school district. However,-the
- Department -of Elementary and Secondary Education, with the permission of the
Federal Department of Education, has opted for still a more stringent require-
ment, {.e. thac we audic compliance for all federal programs rather than just

- those which would be material under the federal definition. This, of course, :
means additional time and cost. We have corresponded with Mr. Rod Small who
is the Regicnal Inspector General for Audit of the U.S. Department of Educa-
‘tion in Kansas City regarding tne ability of the State of Missouri to impose

-additional requirements, and he has advised that it is in fact legitimate for -
them to dé so and that his department will be enforcing these more stringent
rcquitenen:l with respec: to all Missouri School Dis:tic:s.
Q . : 29
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July'l, 1981 N U
Exhibit 1 (page 2 of“5)

You should also be aware that the Missouri Department of Elemencary and
Secondary Education will review all of the audit reports for adherence to the
new requirements with regard to compliance zudits and federal programs-and will
raject any that are not in such compliance. "This will include the requirement
of a separate statemert of revenues and expenditures with regard: to each project.
under each federal program appearing in che audit report as well as ‘the detailed
compliance steps and the report thereon. DESE will then forward all reports to
_the U.S. Department of Education for their review and approval. Should a dis-
trict not receive approval at either level, then.the future funding of their
federal programs will be injeopardy. It is our understanding that this means
the funding of all federal programs and not just one or twd for.which the State
and Federal governments might find':?e audit report to be unsatisfactory.

Finally, the personnel of the U.S. Department of Education will bé visit-
ing auditing firms during the next £fiscal year to review on a test basis their
detailed working papers on compliance auditing as well as the financial auditing
of federal programs. Our discussions with Mr. Small have indicated that they
will review the accountants' working papers on the audits of approximately 20%
of Missouri School Districts annually. Thus, it would appear that thé account-.
ing firm and the school district would be well advised to do the work required
by thie detailed guidelines and to appropria:ely document same. Failure to do
so would quite likely result in the district's losing its federal funding and
the accountant being subjected to disciplinary action or revocation of his
1icense to practice by the Missouri State Board of Accountancy.

After reviewing the requirer=n:s in- depth and reviewing the current proce-
dures which we perform in the compliance area for ‘federal programs in our normal
~ school audit and the almost necessity of having the persoanal who ac:ually carry
- out, certaln federal programs on hand when the compliance :es:ing is performed,
we have adopted the following' procedures.

1. Compliance audi:ing of the National School Lunch Program, Comprehensive
Employment, Training Act (CETA), National Energy Conservation Act, and
- Adult Basic Educatiom Act will be performed during the conduct of our’
_tegular school audit at the times previously set therefor and will be
covered by the basic fee which we have already set for the audic. '

2. The financial audit of all federal programs will be performed duting
' the regular school district-audit at the time previously scheduled
~and will be covered by the basic audit fee.

3. Compliance auditing for ESEA Titles I, IV-B and IV-C, P.L. 94-142,
Follow Through, and the Vocational Education Act will require substan-
tial additional time and procedures and thus will be performed at a
time subsequent to the regular school district audit. As our current
audic calendar runs ‘through August 21, 1981, and due to the fact that
most of these programs’'will involve observing of classes being carried-
on under these federal: programs, we-will schedule the compliance audits
with respect thereto beginning after school resumes in the Fall. To
facilitate this, we have grouped our compliance audits at school dis-
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5.Ju1y_1, 1981 °~ . - o , | Exhibit 1 (page 3 of 5)

3

tricts in similar geographic areas within the sdme time frame and thus,
. , will hope to minimize the cost to the district of our out-of-pocket

"« . expenses for travel, lodging, and food. The date or dates on which

’ we expect to be at your District are indicated in the bottom margin of

‘this letter. Should these dates be totally unsatisfac-ory, please _
- correspond with us-at your earliest convenience and we will actempt to
adjust -thém. i : ’ : '

As noted, the compliance procedures on these federal programs will in-
volve substdntial additional audit Steps pursuant to the requirements
adopted racently by DESE and the Federal Government. Thus, we-are un~ _
able to perform them during:our regular audit and will be charging - ,
your District an sdditional fee to perform this compliance audit as per
the paragraph in our engagement letter covering additions or substitutive
changes in federal program audit criteria. We do feel that it would be '
unfair to charge the district full billable time for the performance of
this compliance audit. Accordingly, we will bill che district on the
basis of the actual time required at the rate of §§p per hour plus our .
actual out-of-pocket expenses for travel, loedging, and meals. This.
represents a substantial reduction over what. cthe hourly rate would be

at our standard rate. Our compliance auditing team will be composed

-of one partner (either Debbie McCoy or myself) and one of our more ex-
perienced staff accountants. Should we bill the district for these
personnel at our normal hourly rates, the billing would be between $65
~and $70 per hour. It is our understandiang that the Department of Ele-
mentary and Secondary Educatioa is expecting the imposition of these
- requirements todouble or triple existing school audit fees (Ref. comments
made by Mr. Jim Bowers, DESE Internal Auditor at Seminar for School 0Of~
ficials and Auditors on New Requirements in Jefferson City on June 24,
1981). We certainly do not expect this to be the case as may be seen

by the hourly rate quited and the day or days indicated below which we
expect will be.required to. perform the necessary procedures.

B

In order to winimize disruption of your business and educational functioans
and to maximize our productivity during the engagement, we are enclosing -
herewith copies of those items-which you should have available for us with
regard to compliance auditing of the federal programs. Please disseminate
, this information to the responsible individuals and make sure that these
< e items are available for us ‘upon our arrival to do the compliance audit.
Should you have any questions regarding. these materials, please contact

eicher myself or Debbie McCoy and we will attempt to clarify them for you.

-As mentioned above, the DESE and federal requirements will dictate that our
" opinion on school district compliance with federal program requirements and the

required schedules of revenues and expenditures on each federal categorical grant
program will be included in the discrict's audit report.  Accordingly, we will be
unable to complete the district'saudit report until after we have performed the
required compliance procedures. This will mean that most of you will not receive
your reports until sometime in September or early Qctober at the latest. This will
be in time to meet the statutory requirement of filing the report with the State

9 : o 3
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CJuly 1, 1981

Exhibit 1 (page 4 of 5

prior to October 31, 1981 (Ref. Secfion 165.121(4) RSMov). We will, however,
at the close of the regular district audit provide you with any adjusting en-
tries and the amounts of the audited fund balances 80 that you may open your
1981-1982 books on a timely basis as well as preparing any required corrections
or amendments to the Secretary's Report. . : :

We appreciate very much your cooperation in this matter. We, as a fimm,
are not particularly thrilled with the idea of these additional requirements
and the attendant cost increases which it puts .onto the local school district.
Perhaps in future years, as we see a restructuring of the concept of federal
aid to education and resulting changes in the regulations thereunder, we can
reverse what has become a steady trend of increasing program regulations and
auditing thereof. However, for the time being, it appears that we have no
choice but to meet the new requirements. - Please contact us shoild you have
any questions or need additional information regarding this matter. It is
certainly virgin territory for both your District and our Firm énd hopefully
we will be able to get through it economically with a minimal disruption of
your educational process. PSR

Very truly yours,

G el D B VB

L Bl
. ' : Cérciffed Public Accountants

James E. Brown, Partner
88

Enclosures

Audit Date(s):

8-31-81
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" ESEA IITLE I Exhibit 1 (page 5 of 5)

THINGS SCHDOL DISTRICTS SHOULD HAVE AVAILABLE TO THE AUDITOR
1. Frae lunch Jata by school, Be sure to include privace school daca.q~“
2. Applicacion documenc wich all amendmencs and Einancial reporcs.‘.'»
3. Neods assessmen: data: f | ) \ .
a. onrollmenc daca (public and privace) »
b uasccr lis:s by. school of educacionally deprived scuden:s
' c. ‘lisc of drop outs from privace and public schools ‘
d. lisc of children in special schools or inscitucions buc would ocherwise
| a::end the public school | -
e¢. list of children in neglected or delinqu;'zc ins:i:ucions and reside in
the public school discricc.
4. Ticle I purchase orders - besc to sort by school.
S. Comparabilicy repoits and back—up work sheecs. »
6. Payroll informacion ag to salaries and fixed charges for Ticle I personnel. |
:7;‘ Previous year's evaluation report. (The state now provides a compucer
Teport analyzing the evaluation information by subject area.)
'hﬁii Liac of persouncl paid wich Ticle I and where assigned (duties).
- 9;“ Time documencacion for Erac:ional FTE posicions.,'
'10; Invencory Tecord of equipmenc. '
11. ‘Inventory of materials if the dis:ricc keeps such an invencoty
‘ 12. Copy of Ticle I On-Site Mbni:oring and Program Review Reporc comple:ed by

DESE Projec: Supcrvisbr.
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Compliance Audits -

. ! Program compliance audits have appeared in ‘several past requirements,
including General Provisions for Program Regulations, GAO's Standards and
Guidelines, P.L. 95-561 and the Title I regulations, and OMB Circular
A-~102P, EDGAR.  State Titlé I.coordinators were- queried about the. scope of
their compliance auditing. States varied n terms of program areas
- selected for audit as shown in Table 2. As ‘might be expected, those
' program compliance requirements relating to financial management and ~° .
designation‘of school attendance area fequirements were.more commonly
" audited.s Those items starred (*) were required by the f981 Title 1
regulations to be covered by audits of LEA programs.

Through the telephone interviews and reviews "of states' documents,
43 states appear to have conducted some form of compliance auditing;
6 states appeared to have conducted‘no program c&mpliance audits. While a
total of 30 LEA requirements were audited by states, the majority of
states audited only maintenance of effort, supplement not aupplant,
comparability, designating school atténdance areas, and children to be.

served. : - o

) . .
. et

Unexpected was the extent to which program compliance audits 'have not

_been conducted according to the requirements: It was expected that a
requirement as long-standing as this would have been implemented widely.

- Ten states, however, reported initiating- compliance audits of Title I
after the 1978 law, and at:least thirteen states appear to have been out

- of, compliance with’ reauirements for compliance auditing  during the Study's

ifter views. o . , . ©
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. .7 T1able2

B , _ LEA Requirements Y ) #Aggitgg |
w0 - Funds Allocacion - :
. _ & a. Maintenance of effort-126(a) |29
. % B.ExXcess costs-1ZbLb) - — 16
.. —* .c..Supplement not Supplan:—126(c)&(3) 32"
1 —% J_ Comparabilitv-176(e) — 79
' ». Exclusions from excess cosgs and Co
‘comparability-131 ., ‘ 4
- f. Limited exemption_ to supplement T e .
ﬁot.supplant-lBZ B o 1
Targeting and Eligibllitv . R
- % .a. Designating school attendance '
o areas-122 - 37 1. o
—* b. Children to be served-123 37 -
* ¢. Private school participation-l30 ‘ 25 : e
d. Schoolw1de progects—133 - - T 4

. Program Design and -Planning-124, 129,134
a. Requirements for design. and imple~

-  mentation of programs-124 . h 3
' 1. Purpose of program=-124(a)
: 2. Assessment of educ. need-124(b) 14
o . ‘ 3. Planning-124(c) ‘ , 6
' . - 4. Sufficient, size, scope, and
. qualiry-124(d) - 6
. .5. Expenditures related to ranking R ' o
o of project areas & schools-124(e) 8 ' :
' ' ‘ 6. Coordination with other _ '
e ' . _programs=-124(f) : .10
T 7. Information dissem1na:19n-124(h) 9
‘ ' ' " 8. Teacher & school board -
" participation=124(i) ‘ 10
9. Training of education aideslz4(j) 15
10.Control of funds-1z4(m) 13

11.Construction=124(n)

. 12.Joincly operated 2rograms-12+(o)
13, Accountabilitv-127
- 14.Complaing ;gsolucion—lze

' ¢ 15.Individualized plans=129
< ’ | 14.Noninstructional duties-134.

[o o3 (o)) [e)] [+« RO RV,

Evaluation ‘ -
a. Evalua:xon-lZ&(g) : . .
b. Sustaining gains-LZé(k) ; : 1

Parent Involvement
a. Parent involvement-124(j) - - 10
6% Parent Advisory Councils~140

19
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Audit Materials L o

The materials presented here are representative of documents provided
by states to the Study. For the purpose of presentation, different
compliance. -areas are used to demonstrate the audit report formats used in
states' documents. Discussion of all the examples preceeds the exhibits.
It should also be noted that not all of the procedures presented 1in this
sections were - fully implemented by states. -

Exhibits 2A and 2B contain materials prepared by the Arizona Audit
Division of the Department of ‘Education. The Audit Guide for Title I
programs includes discussions of the purpose and scope of ‘audits; defini-
tions-of terms"and samples of the budget pages from the LEA applica-
tdion=--the LEA esfimated needs form, the LEA financial report form, and a
form for SEA review of audit reports. In addition, the bulk of the
document contains the audit report-form completed by the LEA auditor from
information contained on working papers. The materials cover both fiscal
and compliance audits. Exhibit 2A is the SEA form for review of the
auditor report on target area selection. Exhibit 2B is the corxesponding
auditor report form for target area selection. This form permits auditor
notes on the date of audit, auditor initials, working paper reference& and
findings of-audit.

Exhibit 3 was provided by the state of California. The Summary °

.Report of audit represents a form for SEA use in summarizing the financial
and compliance audit findings, the auditor recommendations,xand the LEA

response. . . .

Exhibits 4A and 4B present materials from the Colorado Department of
Education Auditing Services Unit. Their Audit Guide for Title I programs
includes an introduction to the purpose of auditing; state audit plans,
standards, scope, and guidelines; discussions of individual compliance
areas and fiscal management; and forms for report of audit findings.
Attached as an appendix are pages from the LEA application which provide

* information useful to the auditor. Exhibit 4A 1s the discussion of
- requirements related to design and implementation of programs. Exhibit 4B

is the portion of the report form for findings in the same area. (The .

Guide also covers individual program design requirements audited.)

Exhibits 5A and 5B present materials provided by the state of
Georgia. The Comprehensive Audit Program covers fiscal and compliance
audits of ESEA Title I; Title IV, Parts B and C; the Education of the
Handicapped Act, Parts B, C, D, and F; the Appalachian Regional Comm:y-
sion; The Coastal Plains Regilonal Commission; Vocational Education; and

~ Adult Education programs. The guide includes a pre-audit compliance o

questionnaire and aform for the audit report of findings. Exhibit 5A is-
a portion of the questionnaire that covers Title I. Question 7 on this

exhibit relates to Exhibit 5B, the report form for maintenance of effort.

Exhibit 6 was prepared by‘theFOfficelof Business Sérvices, Hawaii
Department of Education. The Instructions for Submission of a Proposal
was enclosed as Appendix IV in the Hawaii MEP. it 1s reproduced in full.

- 37..
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Exhibit 7 was provided by the I1linois Title I office. It appeared
as Appendix VI of the state's MEP. The’ Instructions for CPAs includes
information on conducting the audit, describes fiscal and compliance
requirements audited, and provides report forms. Exhibit 7 is the audit
_questionnaire, and' items numbered 21, 22, 23, and 24 relate to Title I
program compliance? .

Exhibit 8 was provided by the Division of Title I Audits in the .
Indiana Department of Public Instruction. ‘The Audit Checklist covers :
seven LEA program compliance area. Exhibit 8 relates to parent advisory
councils and appears to be a report of findings from the audit.

_ Exhibit 9 was prepared by the Title I ‘Section of ‘the Iowa Department

" of Public Instruction. The Audit Guide contains ten LEA compliance areas
to be covered by the audit. Exhibit 9 relates to private school partici- °
pation, and appears to be a report of findings from the audit.

Exhibit 10 was provided by- the Kansas Title I program. The Title I
Compliance Audit form reports findings from the audit and includes a
summary and recommendations by the auditor. Exhibit 10 relates to chil-
dren to be served. ,

¢

»

. Exhibit 11 was provided by the state of ‘Nebraska. Enclosed as Part
IV of the Nebraska.MEP, the compliance audit procedures include a brief
discussion of the purpose of the audit and covers ten compliance ‘areas.
Exhibit 11, relating to the sufficient size, scope, and quality require-
ment, appears to be a report of findings from compliance auditing.

Exhibits 12A and 12B were prepared by the Office of State Auditor,
New.Mexico. - The Manual Governing Audits includes information on the audit
function, audit contract, reporting requirements, and report formats and
release. Sample audit report§ are included in the Manual as ‘appendixes.
Exhibit 12A is the ‘sample quality control questionnaire used by the state
to evaluate auditory. Exhibit 12B presents forms for recording accom—
plishment of pre-audit steps.

Exhibits 134, B, C, and D were prepared by the Controller's ~"“ice,
Division of Federal Programs, North Carolina Department of Public Educa-
tion. The ESEA Title I Audit Report includes pre-audit information and
questionnaires to administer with the LEA superintendent and local Title I
Director as well as audit information ‘on fiscal and compliance audits and
.'questions and charts to complete for the audit report. Exhibit 13A

includes the forms for recording the collection of data to review in
~audit. Exhibit 13B is the questionnaire for the LEA superintendent ‘and
13C is the questionnaire for the LEA Director. Exhibit 13D is the audit
report form that relates to two LEA requirements. recordkeeping and
non—instructional duties. :

, Exhibit 14 was provided by Oklahoma. Enclosed as an attachment to
. the Oklahoma MEP, the Audit Procedures represent a report of audit find-
- 1ngs related to financial as well as eight comp1iance requirement-.
Exhibit 14 relates to comparabiliLy.

I

&
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Exhibit 15 was provided by the Soutlt Dakota Title I Director. The
audit materials include a compliance ‘checklist, an inventory of documents
and data to be reviewed, and a report of audit findings of two LEA

‘requirements: -expenditures related to-ranking and evaluation.

Exhibit 16 was provided by the state of Tennessee. The Audit Working

Program includes discussions of - audit purpose, objectives, and scope;

pre-audit procedures; and -a report of financial and compliance findings.
Exhibit 16 is a report of findings related to supplement not supplant
compliance.

Exhibit 17 was provided by West Virginia. The Format for LEA Audit
includes brief procedures and a report of findings from a financial and
eompliance audit. Exhibit 17 relates to excess costs and supplement not
supplant. |

=
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Exhibit 2A. (Arizona) (page 1 of 1)
Auditor Report Form--SEA Review

' COMPLIANCE - does the report draw conclusions regardmg comphance with the followmg

| requxrements.
Additional
- Information S
Acceptable Necessary
N | - SELECTION OF TARGET AREAS
1 1= . The district maintained worksheets to
' ~ support the low-income figures on the
apphcanon. ’
1 ' 17 2. The low-income figures were traced to
. the source data and it was in accordance
with the approved pro;ect.
/_j I_j, 3. The district can adequately support the
- target school selection and method used
. was reasonable to determine the eligi-
bility of the attendance area.
17 A | 4 The methqd of selectxon has been dis-

closed

.c, 41 ) 48 .




* (page 1 of' 10)

~ Exhibit 2B. (Arizona) | -
Auditor Report Form--Auditor Review

VI. SELECTION OF TARGET AREAS )
Obiective' -

To assess the reasonableness and accuracy of the method used to determine the
eligibility of a school attendance area. o

REG: A local educational agency (LEA) may use Title I funds only in school
attendance areas that the LEA has identified as having sufficiently high
concentrations of children from low-income families to be eligible for Title
I services. 34 CFR part 201.51(a)

 Date Auditor W/P

1. Obtain the LEA worksheets used in selecting the at-

' tendance area. Determine if the data included children
residing in the attendance area who are attending
private schools and dropouts in the area. If the data
was not included, determine if the district attempted to
obtain such information. .Trace the low-income figures
per worksheets to the approved project.

° FINDINGS:

2. Trace the low-income figures on the approved project
- _application to the source of data as indicated. If the
source of information for calculating low income is not
available, determine, from current data, that the low-
income percentages repo in the project are reason-
able. (Note: An em:?émmm the
‘current years' free and reduced price lunch applications —————|
compared to the current enroliment.). ' '

FINDINGS:




REG:'

Exhibit 2B. (page 2 of 10)

'Regardless of the rneasn.re of low-income status that the LEA selects, the ’

LEA shall use that same measure for purposes of determining the eligibility
of all its school attendance areas and schools under this subpart. 34 CFR
part 201.51(bX3) o .

If the LEA does not- select -all ehgxble school attendance areas as Title I
_ project areas, the LEA shall annually rank its eligible attendance areas from

highest to lowest, according to their relative degree of concentration of

- children from low-income families, and select eligible school attendance

areas as Title | project areas, in rank order, beginning with the highest
ranking eligible school attendance area until the LEA lacks sufficient Title I
funds: (to serve any additional school attendance areas. 34 CFR part
201.€1 a) '

Date Auditor W/P

3. Determine that the measure or data used to identify

- the areas of high concentration of children from low- .
income families is also used to rank the areas.

FINDINGS:

NOTE:

REG

An LEA may choose from several different methods of selecting target
areas. Depending on the methods used, not all of the following audit steps

" need to be performed. Any of the methods may be applied to the district as

a whole or to a designated grade span group. However, these groupings must
be consistent with the grade spans served by the LEA's schools. (See
Attachment I fouowxng this section)

Pucer@ge Method

b
A school attendance area is ehgxble to receive Title I assistance if the

percentage of children from low-income families in that school attendance

area is at least equal to the percentage of children from low-income
farmhes in the LEA as a whole. 34 CFR part 201.51(dX1)i) -




Date Auditor W/P " o : o Exhibit 2B. (Daze 3 of 10) |

4. Using the worksheets obtamed in step 1, determme the
percentage of children from low-income families in
each school attendance area. Determine if the selected
attendance areas have as high a percentage of low-
income children as the whole district or the applicable
grade span group. Trace these percentages to the
approved application. If worksheets are not available,

- determine the percentages using current data and com-

pare them with the approved application for reason- N

ableness

* FINDINGS:

A local educational agency may designate any school attendance area

~eligible in which at least twenty-five percent of the children are from low-
income families, if the current aggregate amount per pupu to be expended
under Title [ and funds from a State program which-is similar to Title [;
should one exist, for the areas served in the preceding year equals or
exceeds the amount expended in those areas in the preceding fiscal year. 34
CFR part 201 51(d)(1)(u) _

Date Auditor W/P |

; REG: . Twenty-five Percent Rule
|
\

¢

5. An attendance area with at least twenty-five percent
- low-income children may be eligible, Determine if the
total per pupil expenditure to be expended in the

current year from Title I and funds from a State

program which is similar to Title.I; should one exist, for

those areas served in the preceding year, equals or

: o exceeds the amount expended on those areas in the

. : precedmg fiscal year. -

- FINDINGS:




REG: M

S . Exhibit 2B. 4 of 10) .
Numerical Method | Lt 2B. (page 4 of 10)

A school attendance area is ehglble to receive Title I assistance if the
- number of children from low-incorne familie$ in that school attendance area

is at least equal to the average number of children from low-income
families per school attendance area in the LEA as a whole. If the LEA
groups its school attendance areas by grade spans, the LEA shall determine -
an average number of children from low-income families per school atten-
dance area in the LEA as a whole for each grade span groupmg 34 CFR. ‘
part 20l. 51(d)(2)

Date Auditor W/P

6. Using the worksheets obtained in step 1, determine the

number of children from low-income families residing
in each”attendance area. Determine if the number
residing in each selected attendance area is at least as
large as- the average number of such children residing in
the whole district or the ,applicable grade span group.
Trace these numbers to ‘the approved application. If
worksheets are not available, determine the above using
current data and compare these numbers with the
approved application for reasonableness.

FINDINGS:

G:;

.

Combination Basis

The LEA may identify some school attendance areas as eligible by usmg the
percentage method and some by using the numerical method. However, the
total number of school attendance areas that the LEA identifies as ehgxble
by -using the combination method may not be more than’ the maximum
number of school attendance areas, or school attendance areas plus schcols,
that the LEA would have identified if it had used either the percentage
method or the numencal method. 34 CFR part 201.51(d)(3)

.- .
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Date Auditor W/ P'

'a7o

. FINDINGS:

kREG: No-Wide Variance

Exhibit 2B. (page 5 of 10)

If a combination of the num~-ical and percentage basis
is used, trace these calculations to the approved appli-
cation, and determine that the number of -areas se-
lected under this method do not exceed the number that
could be designated if only one method had been used.

An LEA may 1denmfy all of the school attendance areas in the district or in
a grade span grouping as eligible to receive Title | assistance if the variation
between the percentage I children from low-income families in the school
attendance area wich the highest concentration of children from low-income
families, and the percentage of children from low-income families in the
'school attendance area with the lowest concentration of children from low-
income families is:not more than the greater of (A) Five percent; or (B)
One-third of the percentage of children from low income families in the
'LEA's district as a whole. 34 CFR part 201 51(d)(4)

Date Auditor W/P

FINDINGS:

Determine if no wide variance of concentrations of
- low-income children exists among attendance areas in

the LEA. No wide variance exists if the percentage of
such children varies between the highest and lowest
areas by not more than the greater of five percent or
one-third of the. percentage of children from low-
income families in the district as a whole or the
applicable grade span group. Trace these percentages
to the approved project.

47
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REG: Incidence of Educational Deg° ivation

-

‘Exhibit 2B. (page 6 of 10) =

An LEA may rank all its school attendance areas according to their relative, B
incidence of edtceational deprivation. The incidence of educational depriva-

tion is determined by the percentage or number of children in each school .

attendance area or school that are identified as edgcationall’y deprived
-through the use of objective measures of educational deprivation-<such as
standardized achievement tests or other objective tests—that the LEA
uniformly applies in all of the school attendance areas.

The LEA may select, as a Title I project area, a school attendance area that
ranks lower than another school attendance area on the basis of its relative
concentration of children from low-income families if the lower-ranking
school attendance area has an incidence of educationally deprived children, -
as determined above that is 1.2 times the percentage or number of
educationally deprived children in the higher-ranked school attendance area, -
and the LEA that uses this alternative ranking and selection procedure does
not provide Title [ services in more school attendance areas than the number
that would have received Title I services under the procedures of ranking by
the concentration of children from low-income families.

An LEA that desires to use the alternative ranking proc=dures in this section
for selecting school attendance areas shall, with the prior consent of the
Title I district advisory council, apply to the SEA for permission to use the
alternative ranking procedures. '

The SEA shall apérpve such application only if the SEA determines that the
LEA's use of the-alternative ranking procedures will not substantially impair
the delivery of compensatory. education to educationally deprived children
from low-income families in the school attendance areas and schools that
would have been selected in the methods described in the above steps. 34
CFR part 201.66 oo '

Date Auditor W/P - S o L e

9. An attendance area may be a target area if it demon-

strates to the SEA that the incidence and severity of
educational deprivation in that area is substantially
greater than in other attendance areas proposed tc be ,
designated because of percentage of children from low
income families., '

a. Examine the SEA approval. ,
b. Examine minutes of the District Advisory Council -
‘ for approval of alternate method. "

C. Review the LEA's method of determining educa-
tional deprivation for reasonableness.

d. Determine that the services.to educationally de-
prived children from low income families has not
been substantially impaired. -

FINDINGS:
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. Exhibit 2B. (page 7 of 10)

REG:  Percent or Number of ADM

An LEA may identify a school as an eligible school if it is located in an
ineligible school attendance area or serves children from more than one
school attendance area if it meets one of the following conditions.

)

- from low-income families in the LEA as a whole,

(2)

(3)

The percentage of children from low-income families in ADA at the
school is at least substantially the same as the percentage of children

"The percentage of children’ from low-income families in ADA at the

school is at least equal to 25 percent of the total number of children in
ADA ‘at the school and the LEA has identified one or more school
attendance areas as eligible and the schools identified as eligible
schools under the procedures in this paragraph meet the requirements in
step 5above, o s '

The humber of children from low-income families in ADA at the school
is at least substantially the same as. average number of children
from low-income families per school attendance area in the LEA as a_
v/hole. 34 CFR part 201.52(a)(b) ' '

Date Auditor W/P ‘

10. If a school in an ineligible area qualified as a target

FINDINGS:

school, determine that the percentage or number of

* children from low-inncome families in ADA of that
school is in the same proportion as that of the eligible
artendance areas. - .

k]
.
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. ' N .~ Exhibit 2B. (page 8 of 102)‘ ‘
REG: . Prior Year

An LEA may select a school attendance area or a school to recieve Title I

, _services if the area or school qualified and was selected as a Title I project

area or project school in either of the two fiscal years precedlng the fiscal
’ ~ year for which the funds will be granted.

The eligibility conferred by the above is valid for not more than two fiscal
years., :

\ ‘ If a school attendance area or school that was selected as a project area or

project school in either of the two preceding years is substantially different

- from what it was during those years, the LEA may not select thai school

- .. attendance area or school as a project area or project school on the basxs of
this section. ‘ .
If the LEA changes its method of ranking eligible school attendace areas and .
schools from the method it used during the preceding fiscal year, the LEA
may not use the provisions in this section to provide Title I services in more °
school attendance areas or schools than the number that could have received
Title I services under the method of ranking used by the LEA during the
current fiscal year. 34 CFR part 201.64

Date Auditor W/P

11. If an attendance area does not meet any of the criteria,
determine if it met. requirements of target schools in
either of the two fiscal years immediately preceding
the current year. Examine prior approved projects to
determine if an area was a target school. ,

»

=

(NOTE: If the LEA used a different method of target
school selection in the previous year versus the current
year, it may not use the provision for continuation if
the total number of schools exceeds the number of
schools which qualify under the method used in the‘
current year.) .

 FINDINGS: | | o g




REG:

Exhibit 2B. (page 9 of 10)

An LEA may skip an eligible school attendance area or school that ranks

higher and select a lower-ranked eligible attendance area or school to be a™

project area or project shcool to receive Title I services. The LEA may do
this if the higher-ranked school attendance area or school is already
receiving from non-Federal funds, 3ervices of the same nature and scope as
the services that would otherwise be provided with Title I funds. :

i!; an LEA skips an eligible attendance area under this section, the LEA shall

ensure that the eligible attendance area that is skipped receives State and
locally funded services comparable to the State and locally funded services .
- provided to ineligible school attendance areas in the LEA, and comply with

section 122(e) of Title I which contains requirements concerning services .
that m(u.;.z l):e provided to children attending private-schools. 34 CFR part
201.65(a)(c | - R

Date Auditor W/P

non-Federal funds, that area may be skipped. However,
children residing in that area and attending private
schools that are not eligible for the non-Federal funded.
program, may be eligible for programs funded by Title
I. Determine if those children have been included in a
target area. .

FINDINGS:
.13, Examine prior audit reports to determine that . prior
< . = audit findings have been appropriately ‘resolved and
audit recommendations have been implemented. (This
step is applicable only if an audit was performed in one
of the three preceding fiscal years.)
FINDINGS:
CONCLUSION: | - <

51
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12, If an attendance area is ranked high and eligible for
Title I services but has a similar program funded from
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] o |  Exhibit 2 B. (page 10 of 10)
ATTACHMENT 1 * o

v

Mettod of Selecting Target Areas

Any one of these methods may be apphed to the district as a whole or to any grade

_span groupmg
A..

Pe centage Method - An area is eligible if the percentage of children from low-

income families is at least equal to the dxstnct as a whole or the applicable
grade span. , L .7

25 Percent Rule - An area is eligible if the percentage of children from low-

income familles’is at least 25% and if the total amount to be expended from
Title I and funds from a State program: which is similar to Title I; should one
exist, for those eligibie areas served in the preceding year equals or exceeds the
amount expended for those areas in the preceding fiscal year. .

. Numencal Method - An area is eligible when the number of children from low-

income families is at least equal to the average number of those children in the
dxstnct as a whole or the’ applicable grade span.

Combmatxon Basxs - The numerical and percentage methods can be combined to

select areas so'long as the number of areas that would be auowable 'under either

_1nd1v1dua.1 method is not exceeded.

No Wide Variance - All areas are eligible when the difference in the percentage

of children from low-income families between the highest and lowest
concentration is not more than the greater of five percent or. one-third of the
dxstnct percentage. or that of the applicable grade span.

Methods of Selecting Specific Schools not in an Eligible Area

A.

B.

Percent or Number of ADA - A school in 2n ineligible attendance area is eligible
if the percentage or number of children from low-income families in ADA of .
that school is in the same proportion as that of the eligible attendance areas.

Incidence of Educational Deprivation - A school with a lower concentratxon of
children from low-income families but a substantially higher incidence of

‘educational deprivation may be selected.

Prior Year - An area or school may be designated if it was ehgxble in e1ther of
the two precedxng years. :

o6
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Exhibit 3 . (page 1 of 1)

~ SUMMARY REPORT ON REVIEW OF ANNUAL AUDIT REPORT -- 1980-81

R N ~ 2
iCounty ’ ' District
< v
= Reviewer »
Unqualified ' ‘ T kggponse
I)I
] § Qualified '
=
= -
<  |Disclaimer
Adverse ° : | | o
- Nature of A
Page Exception or ..

" {Number | Recommendation

Positive Statement - Income and
.{Expenditures by Source of Funds .

w

Average Daily Attendance

- SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION

Other{Specify Area of Exceptiony

e ‘ [tem With Exception

FEDCRAL. AND STATE
COMPLIANCE CHECKS

Page :ltem Exception or LEA
- Number | Number |Recommeridation |Response

INTERNAL CONTROL
AND OTHER EXCEPTIONS

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

!

FINDINGS &)
|rccommsenn-
DATIONS
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(page 1 of 1)

Exhibit 4A. (Colorado)
 Audit Guide: Implementation Requirements. |

- <

Design and Implementation of Programs

In planning Title I programsy the LEA must use appropriate diagnostic pro-
cedures to determine the needs of the children to.be-served. The projects must
he of sufficient;size, scope:;and quality‘to give reasonable promise of substan-

- tial progress toward meeting the spe"ial éducational needs of the children being -
served. . ‘

The use of Title I funds should be concentrated on a limited number of o
selected children from project areas and in ways that will enable the LEA to -
achieve the objectives of the project. The LEA's plans must 1nglude procedures
for evaluating the project which are consistent with the project‘s_objectives
and performance: criteria. : : )

Title I regulations require that teachers participating in- Title I programs

and school board members be involved in the planning and evaluation of ‘all programs.’

In addition, parents’ of children participating in the programs are permitted to
vparticipate in the establishment of programs and must be afforded opportunities to

a551st their children in achieving the instructional goals of the programs."

Children To Be Served X
The st:tute requires that Title I funds be used for.educationally deprived

children in all eligible'attendance areas and who have been selected as having
the greatest needxfor special assistance. In aséessing the ‘educatiocnal needs of
‘the children to be served, the LEA must identify the general instructional areas
on which the program will focus, and determine the special educational needs of
participatirg children with specificity sufficient to facilitate development of
high quality progranis ‘and projects. ' ' '

Educationally deprived children may con:z .nde to participate in Title I
programs even though they may no longer be in greatest need of a551stance but
are stili educationally deprived, or who begin partic¢ipating in a program but

are transferred to a school attendance area not receiving Title I funds.

55 -5
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o Exhibit 4B. (Colorado)
Audit Guide: Implementation Findings

Design and Implementation of Programs

1.

Has the school district identified edu--
cationally deprived children in all -
eligible attendance areas?

Has the school district identified the

general instructional areas onm which

the program will focus?
Has the school district determined the
special educational needs of partici-
pating children with specificity
sufficient to facilitate development
of a high quality program? - '

Has the LEA adopted procedures for
evaluating the effectiveness of the
programs in meeting the special
educational needs of educationally
ceprived children?

Do such evaluations include the col-
lection and analysis of data relating to
the degree to which the programs have
achieved. their goals?

Does the evaluation address the purposes
of the programs and the results of the
evaluation to be utilized in planning for
and improving Title I projects and activi=-
ties .in subsequent years?

Are teachers and the school board invoLyéd
in planning the programs and in the evalu-
ation of programs?

" Are parents of children ﬁarticipating in

the program permitted to participate in the
establishment of the program, are they

"informed of the instructional goals of the
.program and the progress of their children

in the programs? - %

Have childrén in private schools been
afforded the opportunity to participate in
services comparable to those provided
public school children?

T 57
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o . Exhibit®SA. (Georgla)

COMPLIANCE QUESTIONNAIRE

YES NO

-

[

(page 1 of D

* I records?

' Were separate project ledgers

If rno, how weres the account-

How were records reviewed to

ESEA TITLE I

Who is the ESEA Tiéle'I co-
ordinator?

R

Who maintained the ESEA Title

Who prepared the ESEA Title
I Project Completion Report?
(DE Form 375) _

Who prepared Quarterly Pro-
jections of Cash Needs?
(DE .Form 147)

maintained for ESEA Title I?

If yes, how often were éntries
posted and" balanced to the
ledger?

ing records set up to prevent
commingling of ESEA Title I
funds?

°

assure that ESEA Title I funds
supplement rather than sup~
plant state and local funds.
Were there any State or locally
funded Title.I positions in thel
year grior to the audit year? -

5. . T .

How were récords reviewed to
assure that the school system
(through. State and local funds)
was maintaining its fiscal
effort? ’

i
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- : . ‘Exhibit 5B. (Georgia) = - - (page 1 of &)~

~ AUDIT PROGRAM |

COMPLIANCE
. TITLE I
PROCEDURE . - PROCEDURE
NOT = COMPLETED .  WORKPAPER

PROCEDURE . ' APPLICABLE INITIALS/DATE REFERENCE

1. Review internal control
questionnaire. ' °

2. From page 1 of application and
related backup documents, determine
‘that the state and local fiscal
effort, for the first and second
preceding years, did not decrease
more than 5% from the second to : :
the first preceding year. (Work- o ‘ : ©
paper CP-_2 ) : S : '

A decrease of more.than_SZ requires
a3 waiver of maintenance of fiscal
effort from the U.S. Commissioaer
of Education.

3. Verify the figures on the project
- completion reports with the project
ledgers. (Workpapers CP-~ 3 and CP-4 )

REVIEWED BY | ' DATE

APPROVED BY s DATE

6
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Exhibit 5B. (page 2 of &)
School Systenm __Done By
Y - Title I-Maintenance Of Effort Date .
_ " = 2 =s =
Item |From the Financial Report llst Preceding 2nd. preceding '
(No. IDE FORM 46 . "Year Year
. Series! : FY | FY e |
| |¥rom Grand Total Column: I |it[l ] il il
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s -

I. INTRODUCTION '

«d

The sper.:'..‘.i:a:ian& ccﬂ:zined\ he:e.‘;.i ‘a:e intended T2 desc:i'ﬁe the scﬁpé and
maturs of cthe work requized of che Cerzified Public Ageountant (beseisaftes
- TefaTzTed :a‘ as the "Conzzace m* o), who is engaged by the Depa.mn: of
Educazicn, State of Eawaii (Bereinaftes referred to as the "Statse”), to esnmduet

(1) a gemezal audiz of the fimancial cransacsions, bosk a.r.d accounts for the

peziad to _ (2) an examizazisn of the s¥stems and

C > ) 4 .
procsdures of accowmzing, reportisg, and operasisnal and imgarmal ocomITols, and
(3) gemeral co=pliazce t3 the Tagulasisn govermiag comparabilisy of sexvices

Zor t=e pezisd 29 . '

IZ. §S2=C ....:..C'.a....;GNS

A. Aundiz Qhjeczives. The ooJe'-"-ves of zze audi: a==
1. 7To provide a basis for an cpizismn by :i:.e Cormz=acs Audizor oz the fzizmess
of the 3inancial statzmencss of cke .S:A P.L. 95-881, Title I.

2. To ascsrtzis whezher or not extendistures have beem =ade amd gTanIs T

which che Scate is estizled 2ave beex reseivad and beiig aczoucmcas
42 accordance wiza the laws, Tules and reg-;la.::;sns., and pclicies a=Z
proceduTes of the S:iﬁe ol Ea':ai.i

3. To ascertain the adequacy of tae fizancizl and other mazageme=:
informazion rTeports iz providing offizials a:z the differens levels of

-

the ageacy with the proper izformaticun to :la.n, evaluaze, comiTcl, azd
corTecs progTa= activities,
4, To evazluaze the adecuacy, ef"e:::vene.ss aad elZd c.e..fv cf the syize=s

and prac.-.d""as of ac:cu::"‘g, :epo:::‘:.g, and ,ope:a::‘.ona’. :«':..: izternzl

conzrols, aand tc Tectmmeni InprTovements =5 susk sTstems and proesiures,

ERIC s

’ S
: b -
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25 Sc:pc

Gezeralliy. The Comerzes Audizsr s':.:.:..’.:

a. Condues 2 z::c:al audis of ctas ‘i..a:'.:_a.. ::z:sac:‘.:-:.s az=zs

acssunsing recoris of cha 2.1L. 8‘-‘-—10, mizls I, Dcpa.::::: H

Eduecatics, “"7'14“% all the audizi=g se‘ﬁ"’.:.ns.'ucu'sa.—y es
sacisly the 'r.q"u:.:u:.ﬁzs el ke :-:v".s"'as ol clta Off:‘..—.z es
Sduegsiae, Dnéa:‘.::::’ cf Zealzm, ::L.:.:.:i:r. azd Welfzze. "Gezazil
and:i=" zea=s 3 cast 'au".j'.: o2 == recaizts and_ependiTuTes T the
pe=iod speciliad; ha C.-:::;: Ausds=T i3 =0T rectak T3 vezilT
eves7 TI=sacaiss tus =7 JesdiaIm a ge=es1l audis sasad SPon tasts

=2 sx==las. Tiha Zx=eral andf: g2l embrace tha fimgmaial sams-

acsis=s z=d TeasTis I3z the fireal veas =g
and  shall  izsluda cases of tBe fzamoigt dzzy im rosvida o

———
~

Comzeacs ipsdizss w22 3 23sis oo TeseT: on e Izismaess ol le

~ >

ddocmoro? gTzzmmemsy, o= ta pUopTias7 of s opemdizuTes, =i o=

N

' ghp acsommmi=g of 20l Tevesuas 222 $33aT Teeziss
5., I=xxi=p s s=t27 s7stzas imd rTdcadumes o acsowEiTIyg,
seoer=i=g, a=2 cpevazismal a== im=gz=al ezm==sls,  Tae lomoTTast

Augdisss s2zll liem=tiy sis dediziemsiis zmd veaimesses in ina

sTsTems 2=d grocssuTes, and =3ka agETSETIAz: sgssmmensgaisns IoT

izrrsvemeznzs.

¢. Gemgzzl co=sifzmss oo the Tules =2 TegulitisTs goves=Sg

eo=saTabillisy of sesvices Sor TRe pesizd 22

Specifiz azezs of comsevm., I= addizdios, the CSRTTIST AwdlilsT sz
e=z=ine the Taccmailiasict of sie aczsu=tizg cessTis of She Qf2ize o3
Zzsisess Sesvizes, Desar=e=: cf Iduazzism, Wilt:i Tia compaTalle asssumi-

izg Tes=Tis of the Accowmsing Divisizz, Degartment oI lesm=Iing =<

Geme=al Seswises. T=a Comzwact Amdiisr shall iiexzily tle speciliic
. 67 '
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C. -Audit Staadazds. In conductizg the audis asd I3 Teporsing his fiadings,

. : Exhibic 6. (page 4 of 13

differences iz the acsount fumds, imsluding the ruascns for such

dissgrences. ; g | ' : 8

.b.c Conzract Audizsr shall adhere o the gemaTally acsepted audi:
stind;:ds adoptad by tha mesbesshi; of the An::‘.un Lzs:i:-.::‘n of Cezsifiad
3wblis Aszouzmcancs, L::lué.‘_:g the £cll§$r‘.::.z:

L. Gec;l Staadasds

>

2. The examioazion shiall be parfssmad by a4 pesscT or perscms Raving

adaguate tecbh=icoz] toaindag and pradfisiemzy as am audizes.

B. Oh;ec..--. and ‘-—a':eadm i zemzal attisude stall be =3imtziczed

ia all maszars relatisg o che ass.,_e..:.

-

¢. DTue pTzfassional czve shzll he exzercisad I3 thp perioTmancs ©

the exzmizacion amd tie prepazzTios of the swper.
2. Tialé Wosk Stamdfawis
a. ae ':c_::k shall be acdeguzzaly plas—ed, and assiszamets, I o=y,
skall be :::pe:: 7 supesTised.
5. TlaT= stall be oTsPer s-"-y a=d e:v:._.a."‘c:. el zha e=isTd
"‘..::cu-..zl gzas=sl s7sTz= as a Sasis i3z selizmcs therase 2= fow
the dese=miazsion of the Tesultan: eszam: of I3 aszs 3 wtiz:

acdizizg 'p-.-zcaz.‘u:es acs o be Tegstziaced, . .

c. Suifiziemz a2ad ccTpece=t eviignce 322l be obtaizsd zh-oug:
".:-.sptc:;za, chsexraci 2, ioquizies, a=c 2 ndismazisms 22 allerd 2
:uséﬁa.’nle basis for a= opiz=ion Tegaziizg ths fizancial stzleme=ts
uoder exrmimastion and Icr Tezsmmencdatisns for improvements I
acsouemzing, insteszal cszmIT -:-, a::' :e.:.;ac:':‘.:g sTsTams aanc prace:iﬁres.,

3. Sctazmdasds for repoTeing et Sfimaxmciil statemexnts, 1= TepeTiing tis
fimgings zmd comelusions cn the Simgmoiat sz2zemenzs, =ha Conzzac:

Audizsr skatl: | 68
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‘2.  Stacs vhn T cha 2‘.::':::.:3. SIitememcs aTe prasentad in

o

ac.ar:.a...:: -a*.b. gnnc.:_.y .u:-s;:gs c"‘..:::;lq.'s ef acooumzing:

5. S:z:a whazhes sucsk ;:"-c‘:lu hzve 'aez: cohsistently chserved i=

the otre=s Peziad in Talazicz oo the prazsding pesiod (preovided

‘zhar tha Comemass iz3r i3 iz I posizisz oo =aka such a3 o

stacezamt); : ‘
¢. Nota amy izadequacies in the imfemasive disclosuTes comIzized iz

the &f=gmoial sTazmmemcs;

H

d. ?—m 'Aa's c?dcq'n -a -y @ - QE' -_‘g‘-——:-‘." g oo =-5 z!: u

a vhaoles, cT assess i :-a, gpizsisn czmm=z e ax;:essa’ i3
: Tezscas a2z sush issavoson.  Stonl i The ComTmzos Andicsy tsa Ihe

verk a=d TtEmests of azcoler casmiiiad sullis 2zz2w=ms3ss as zass =2

the, exzmiogoiss gf ths Iizmgmaiil stzzsme=nzs, e ComITzos smsissT

-

¢ s3all elegsly i=mdiazca tia dagres oI TuspomsIiiilicy e Is 3ziicoe

sizs ‘Tegazs I zoe poTmicm of Shs woTh pesSomed 7 ths ocles

4, Sczedavss 32T sapeTTi=g o= sTSTams am= TssasuT ¢Z agsze=z=ow,

» cepeTTing, a=d cpesasismal amd imstesmal csaITsi. = TeseTiing s
- L anid 4 - - o~y e s @ mem =% . o gyon - @mesamg dma®emdms eomg
-——ss Lﬁd C-u-.-&-m - b —t S?S:c——s a—— ,-:C—..,-S, S ST m——y s
. spesiiiz zzeas of comsesm, the ComTTazacn.Aumdissy skall Ingiide It e
=a=aze=ex=T latleT:
LY
2. A staczezmez: of the scope and otieccd =ivas of the s7stem=s 2=
proceduTes examized, T,
B. ALl sigmifiszmz 2izdizgs of veaksesses a=d izades scacies = t=a
c:e--“ szal a=d Imsasmzl comiTesls, azacuntizg z=d, TeperIimg sTstams
¢ \v
a=d policiies, P:QC!."::’..’:&S, a=d tTaess =t=s diszsl ~s¢. as 2 Tesul: &F
the audis. o . : :
: 69 :
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D.

[~

ac::v.':.: balarces betweez the aczounting Tessrds of

U

5
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A disclosuse azd eplazazion of anmy significans diffpvemces in

the DepasTmenz

ef ducazisn azd the Aczounsizg Divisicn, Dgpir:.e:.: ¢f Acsounzing

and Gezezal §
d.

--..s L]

unausisrized expendimzse of

¢

- Andis Ac=iviiias
l. Lagal Apzsio=icT.

=a=sacsioms o o g Dez

applizabls laws, rulas and Tagulazisss,

2he Como=ac.

A :‘.i.s;lcsu:n ef azy s.a:.i:'.:z:'.

Reccomeandisisas foT izsrTovemaen:s.

3

azle
2. CeosTonziex
"B. Eawail evisad St

-

-y

)
> . Cazpzas 26

. Chzptar 7

W -

. Chz::'::
‘e :i;—lg 7

2

. Cmapcexr 29

. Cbag"..'e' 12-

Coazzes mé
. C‘-..z“a: "Q‘

. C‘:.a-"z: 106

laws selaz=g

—-——
---’

Z 2=a Sgzze 2

- §g332 T==
- Prilizs O
e fiszal
- Tedezal

wi2s the goplizszdlia sacsicos of
S

-hi.

—h

0

-~ ="

L

Zaving gemex2. avplizzzicom:

.

-—

&l

£iizes =

.é.mi.s'—z"'u .‘:.::::;:a

f2ilswizg Talazencs

Mcoey a=¢d

lass, Stacdulent use, ipIsves oF
fxmds.,
Iz asgerszizizg whesher or pot the Jizamcial’
asmmerns of TZuegsiss ave in csmmlizocs wizi sl
a=s peliziazs amd sTmce ".::zs,

i

cos a...d ?.as*c:s‘.:i:‘.ﬁ=

‘Concessicz ot Pudlic Property

| e

sei=ers

Izazusive and a:_S"'Z"'?E .aeu“‘::u‘:

Apdd=ar shztl ' gz a misim— Yecthe suiifafems'v mowladzae

- Expexndisures of Puili:s czliz Cx=acss
§ . i - ! v - ’ -e "

- ’Gg?%-::e.: }‘..:':c:' Ve'"_".:’.es
- l y o

- IzvenzeT7y, Ac-::z...."-g and Dispesal ¢ Gevesmmexti
Assets. '

cr
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. C!'.:p:l: 17’ = Pupliz lamds, .a..:zm.'a:.d D".ros‘ "’ca e
Tizle S - Stace Timameisl Adminisemacios .

A.ppf.:;;blc r'.;hs, 'nr...a o=s, axd a::::.is z:i'n diseasives a=d

FrocaduTes ilssusd by t2e Isliowing agemcies relasizg o= the

t‘.:.zﬁ:‘.:.”. Tamsacsiocns, acssumzisng Te=s azd esmITals, amd _ n

l:pcz:‘_-‘: precefures: 4

Il Dc;a:-.:n:%!‘-.'.‘.u::-'_:n - o e

2) 0"‘ $3i2a 33 ha Gov .‘“

3) Depazme=z c¢f scssu=m=i=g z:'i Gezeza’ s iae
4) .Dapaz=w=z cf she AzzaTmey Gemeszl

5) Depas=w=z = 3udges a=£ Timgmze

Qf3ize cof Zdumzzisn, Deparmems of Sez’z:, Iiuggsiom z=m2 Welliaws.

Ausiz WeTk Faress. The ComIwacs iwdissr stall; as o7 wime duzsiag oand

Suhsemupes 3= e complesiom of the audis, make gTiiogile = zhs .

[y .
13

Depas=e=z: ol Idusyzisz IzT Iiss .._s-e.-"— a=d TTTLew, 2e weTicsg

.

PIPess devalsres duTing tte andis, :r.m:..u:.ng among otiers, the following:

L

-

and prscaduzes azalysis,

“2e rucéi:c ;rcr::.-. asd Izmzes=il cszmsli questisimaive, .

Y

e wozkimgoial ‘..aLz::c:...

'Sehad: «’n.s, Teasc=e=dazisng, cimsusatisas, 3salrses, ausls nsces,
cendiz=asiss lazsass =2 'ft_z".it_'-, z=d ctler data TepTegezcias 2
Tecomd of work dooe is suppeTt of acscum: trzmsacsisms amf Balzm:zes,

3

Jocumemis oblalised 2nd otler woridsop zapess Talazisg o ke
zamioacsisa. The woskisg Favess skall aot be made zvailails, :s
c:&.g:s exzept Y =utual ccusens ¢f the DesaTeme=: of ITduzatior aod

-h‘ ...-2.:‘ ve ';':3:'- 71 | ) 71
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3. Disezves7 cf Uzmusual Candiszism. If at any cise dusizg che exzminmgsicm

ef chae acssumas an., systa=s of cths Depazme=: ef Tduzzsisz, =he ComzTass

: 3 Siza=zisl tTamse-

Audizsy discovess a defiziemcy iz izmzazmal ces=ITil @

acsizz thas is Bighly u-:.x.s:.a.’. ez ¢f suzk a zaTzTe 2s :equ.:e =
_medizts coTTacsics oT o2 sust 3 c':.a.;z;:u t=az :: czmolate the exzmimzzisz

3 $igmifizazs gmoumz of time oF TasouTass beyemd chzz i:.i:-’.:;’.v :.fﬁ:m-

placed by cha pavsias :: me qudic ezmzTaas wcu’_‘. Y requized, c=q F
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R ‘Exhibic 6.  (page S of 13)

i= the audl: csmTwTacs. The CimITacs Ax..:'.‘:- shall be comnsi de-ed 3=
Rave couplecad all of the work required w=der his eoms=zct enly uzen
c.c...‘n.—y cf cthe Iizal é::.f- ef :he,ad:zm:zﬁ:s' seporT and manggement

leczer ac:::pub 8 =2 .hn Sctate. .

Tom and Comsest of Accountants' Repers. The acssumsznts' Tepor: sball be

add-essad T the Superizntasdenz, Depaz=emt of EZducaziom, Scazs ef Eawail,
ane spall comszais cthe £33l _sing parss: ’ ,°

1. Tisla of Remos=. The =zls of the Teper= shall be as 2zllzws:

} .~ Szzzs of Eawmil
. DEA.:..—T' 6F TDUCATION

zszi P.1. 95-361 T—== 2 ?2::3&

- Aczsumza=ss’. RasoTT

(Daze)

x

i. an exlama=Sc= oT stasazme=t ¢l tle puTPesa gf ==a TmvcT:;

2. .a bries desczipeism of 28 seope ¢f the audil; amd -

w
b
"

4
o

0

- s

'Term azd Comtemt of Mazageme=t Laztaz, Tha =zmagezen: lec=er shzll Be.

-

' addressed 2o the Supe::‘.;:z:den:, Dezar—e=: cf Séusazisn, S:zse of Zawmil,

a=i s3] egmzain sherizllowing patt

3 SR ‘ v, 73 : 73 . Q
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‘Exhibit 6. (page 106e3 13)

A forwword. ‘ o : o '
1

A tabla of comsemzs.

u.
n

- A statema=ns ol the ComiIzass AudissT's sespe a=nd desazizeisz ¢

coutants o tha masagemens lsctar.

Disclomize of all sigmificans findings,

Zvaludgios amd ceasmmemdamioms.

?‘ er A NP w . pe— —WQ

= 333l ose= I3 e a.'..’.:.';z:a: S27 coumiuzsizz s gediz szl he limfzad

S = exza=z cI ‘*:.-_-s gnci=hered fsc this TuUTTSsSe 2= Tie socmTEsu

. . . s
—= CILTSe I o= gulls.
- -

.
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|
!
i?
|;i
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Sksuli $TTETRSS OT inaTemenmzal riyTesIs e agTeed upcm as ISs Taziad

eZ .payme=z, -2 Igllowing esmdizdsmss2all goply:
. @ tr £ ) .
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e y - - . ' Exhibit 6. - (page 110f 13)

SO pruc:‘.bc suck oches c:m.‘..:i:r_s as aze appTopTiace wader which
' N
p'agrzz paymezts shall be al_awcd

3. Zine Z.i.'::.‘.:a.:nns. The =“=zetaible set faTtk below s:.z’.l ‘be followad 22 the

. - elosast exte=t possible. This timesadla, however, =37 be nodiiied by che
Depas=ex: -of Educazion uper f£iading thar such madifisazisds would =ot

‘jeoma :"i.:s ‘the suczessiul complesisn of the audis.
PN . ’ \ ’

Ixpeczed daze Ia3r comzoacs €0 be awusdad LLi.i..0e...
-7 IZxpeczad dats I3r commemcmment of audds L.....i.....,

7 Zxneczad daze Zas suimissal o pralizmiegor dzaliT ..., . ' ;

Ixpected daz2 Iz suimfzzal o =z dmzdt oLLlieeee,

- V. ZFICPCsal
Iz prepasicg bis poopesal foT othe eudic, ths ComIwact awdizoT skall
. -

. daszTilte Il= --’_.'.s'c-::.s
LA, Marziodzlosgy.. Cae plaz IsT a=f e aToTsSach, mesihsd, azi pTocegus

: Ths o= T Agdicar imzends Iz take iz perfaozmizz the auéix. The sTopesad

Poases a=< staps TS be Isllowed a=d tReftasts zmd sTamdavis I De sSad iz

PezSsz=ing tie worTk sequited shzll be cuzlises,
A . n

2. Rasouczass 22 ve use:‘.‘ re- ¥ ':3:: i1=2ss t=z2: the Coztrazs ,\z,....-..-

senss 13 .

. t o] .
) &é—.—__"' s .:.&vors imgiuding “'e 2zme a=d cL”'"'z""-‘ c:’, =2e sczpe ci
ot the woTk cc:::::;la:z.d Iz, and the gmoums of tize o be dovozed LY each o N
i the Iizz's perscmmel azmd tha: of any sudesutTacisrs who che fizm izzexds

to exgage. ‘ ' ' _ -
C. Tizme Pexisd of Zxamizzzsisn., Tae Coxm ~ac: audizss's estizmzza of the time

includizg 2 estizzcte o the dates oz whizkh

——d e gyl

voTE c2= cor—emce amd 2 fingl sesedt will be suizmiotel.
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Exhibit 6.

(page 12 of 13

&os: of Exzamimgeion. The cost of audit shall be icezized by the fcllcvins

catagories:

1. Ca;esn:y I .
a. P.L.95-561 ESZa, Tizle I, Part A - tacluding comparabilizy
b. P.L.95-561 Stats Admimistzatiom | {
e. f.L. 89~750, Néglected or/Delinquent | |
4. P.L. 89-750, Ghildres iz Adulc Corzestiomal Imstizucicas

2. Cazegory 12

a. P.L. 89=313, Stazr Cpevazed ?rog:zzs for Zandicapped Childzen

Submi==al of Pruoposal

Al

1. All propesals for conduczing che audit as ouzlized havein shall be

submiz=sd =3 the Stace in thres copiss at t3e 3ollioswing adiress:

Assigtamt Supesincssmdent, Business

0ffice of Business Services S
Depasmenz of Zducaticom

Seace of Exwail

‘Bomplala, Eawadd 96312

&

2.° 2roposals shall be submizzed ©o tle Szzte wot lazer tham 12:CC p.=.

) :
on__ . : S

V. ARARD OF CONTZACT

Proposals skall be compased and the Comtract Auditor selected on
the following criteriz:
The dac=ee to whizh .each proposal complies with the specifizactices,

The gqualification and competency of each prospectivé cousultant as

reflectzed in the pmature of its orgamization, its staif capadiliziss,

facilizies, £ts pzst experiexzce a=d IIs Teputatict.
The competsncias that each prospective ContTac: Audlter izmzexmds

to the wosk.
,"

76 76




Exhibit 6. (page 13 of 13)
D. The costs and amtizipatzed bemefiss of each propesal. .
I. Other ccizesia as deemed 2ecassacy by tha Depaswe=z of Iducaziza,

The Degiﬁ::e:: of Tducatisn is met requiéed to select thaz propeosal wtich
speciliies the lowest price or 953:. The Deéa:::a:: of Zducacion =ay :aka.
countersTopesals =2 zmy propesal o obtaiz the :és: favorabls ctazm=s., Tha
Depaz—en: cf Zducasion may vejes:z all pToposals whem, iz Its cpi:izn{“;cne of
he proposils Deets L2e ':equ.".:m:s of the specifiizatioms, the ':em..;:ed com-

sesemcies will zct be brought T beas on the wark Teguized, tha bemefiss iz de

-

desived aza I:izal7y 20 be leasgs I=z= amzsadisated, or tie Teijession Is ociezwisa
. 7 .

-

in the besT imcawwsr of Rae D

5
}!
;!
|
2
7
i
!
1]
E

' gToTesaLs, the TesasTent of ITiuzasiss say eall Isv naw sToposals, wRIR

-
"

w=2ious =odiiizasisns s e spesiiizzcicts,

77
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Exhibit 7. (Illinois)

(page 1 0f D

AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE
TEGION COUNTY

DISTRICT NAME AND NUMBER

PROJECT NUMBER

O O o0 o o o
<

O
s

o o 0
$0fF %

0
5

Yes
Yes
Yes

ooall

O
s

d
d
O ves
d
d

DNo
O No

Nb

O o o o
Z

[\ [-]

O O O o o o

No

coo

No

[ no

O No
O No

O nNo

O ~No
O ~No
O No

O nNo

O No

'[‘_—]No‘

[ No

10.

11,

Is this audit a separate audit as required by IOE?

Does the audit cover the period as indicated on the Notification of Grant
Award (IOE 66-01 or {QE 20-31)? :

Does the audit Include a statemént of liquidation of previous budget
periods? If “No'' exdlain. .

Y

Does the audit include a project balance sheet? If '“No'' explain.

Does the audit include a statement of project expenditures by line item and
classification compared with the approved budget? If “No" explain.

Was any total expense classification (contractual services, travel, material
and supplies, other) of the approved budget over or under expended by
{)nore than 10% of the expense classification? Explanation of cause should
e attached. .

were ‘federal funds expended for items.not included In the approved
budget? {f '*Yes' explain.

Were funds encumpered prior to the approval of the Grant?

1f, “Yes"
explain. ’

S

Were encumbrances or obligations included in the report of expenditures
actually incurred during the budget period for which the expenditures were
claimed, and upon hquidation properly adjusted? it "No'' expiain.

-

Was the same item reported as an expenditure in two or more budget
periods (i.e. encumbrances in budget period and payment in another)?
it 'Yes' explain.

‘Does ihd audit include a list of equipment authorized in the approved
tégdeget compared with equipment purchased? |f *‘No‘ explain. (Title IV,
A

12.7were all inventory items costing $100.00 or more ailocated an inventory

13.

14,

15.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

number and was that number plainly affixed to each piece of equipment?
1t *No'' explain. v .

was a register maintained of inventory items showing:
A. Date of purchase

8. Description

C. Cost )

D. Location

Y'No’ explain.

in your opinion are the internal control procedures in use adequate under
the circumstances? {f “No‘' give a brief description of the problem areas.

Did you discowver any irregularities In the handling of funds?

Does your report include an unqualified opinion of the eligibility of
expenditures under the approved project? |f “*No'’ explain.

Lf you have denied an opinion or given & Qualified opinion, state the reason
riefly. : ’

Is the accounting system adéquate and generally In accordance with the
lllinois . Financial Accounting Manual for Local School Systems or the
itinois Program Accounting Manual? If '"No'' describe deficiencies.

Were federal funds invested? |If ‘‘Yes’ was the Interest earned returned
through IQE, to.the federal agency mvolved.

Does the audit include a description of the method and extent of tests, ex-
aminations and other techniques used in making the required verifications?

(Title 1V ESEA)

Were the attendance centers ‘that were selected to recewve Title | funds
caiculated correctly from the source'data? .

Did the source data ddcument the information that was provided on the
Comparability Report? .

Were all expenditures In the project of a supplementary nature?

If recomrhendations were noted iti the prior year audit, please detail how
tha districhhas implemented those recommengatians.

EXPLANATIONS (Lndlt:ite with number.

ack if needed.)

Use

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(page 1 of 3)

Exhibit 8, (Indiana)
Audit Checklist

1. Parent Advisoi owncil (PAC)

e

A. Interview .ith chairperson and/or member of the district PAC.

& o v 1.
2.
3.
4.
) 5.
E 6.
-
! .
Q
“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- ANswir:

How iaz:.. meetings are jlanned on a reguldr basis?

°

How .nén. meetings have been held to date,this program
year?  fa.0w minutes. ‘

Answot

Al . e

Are neiloTs elected by the parents in the district? Are a
majorit - parents of Title I participants? Demonstrate
breake. . How was election held? -

Answol

How we '« officers elecied?

Answen

Have j.rerinent docunents been provided to members? Which
ones? - '

Answer

~Are pi.-eats. aware of procedures for reyistering complaints

and sujuostions? Cite specific instances.

Answer .

@

In whi.: ways did PAC advise LEA cn planning, implementati:on
and eval iation? '

Ansve::

81
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Exhibit 8. (page 2 of 3)

8. Does F-s include members representing <ligible but not
partic.;..ting children and schools? List example.

-

Answel

9. Have ruicers of PACs bcer. provided a training program by
the LI+, Describe.

Anseet

B. Interview v.i.h chairperson and/or member o:.school PACs.

-

1. Does thie Title 1 pro;e(t emplox more than 1 F.T.E. staff
merbe:

. Answenl

(o8 )

Does tie Title I project serve more than forty (40)
partic.pints?

‘ . N

Answgg; 4 %

! 3 e e 1

Note: If answers to buth (1) and (2) above are "V " ighcre
ra2maining questions of this section B. If elther (1).
or (2) is answered 'Yes,' then proceed. Both
questions shoul.d be ansuerpd by the IOCﬂl Title I
Contact Person.

[

3. Are meinbers elected by parents in the attendance area? Are
a majority parents of Title I participants? Demonstrate
breakcown.

Answer: . 5 '
4, Does Title I project serve 75 or more participants? o .
. -
Answes':
Iv - . B » " - .
Note: If answer to (4} is '"No," igr ~h remaining questions
a - of this section B. 1If "Yes," = . proceed.




Exhibit 8 (page 3 of 3)

Do the bu.lding councils consist of eight (8) ‘or more members
elected to serve for terms of two (2) years? Tllustrate
membership. 7

Answer:

&

‘Do buildirg councils elect officers after they have been

formed?

Answer:

s . $i

-l ) s




Exhibit 9. (Iowa) . .
Audit Guide (page 1 of 2)

VIII. PARTICIPATION BY CHILDREN EMROLLED IM PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Objective

To ascertain that fhe_LEA has implemented adequate management priorities
and controls for"assuring that the use of Title I're;ources for providing
services to children in private schools is consistent with the- requirements

of Iegiélative.intent.

1. Intefview the LEA project airector to determine procedureé in
working with private schools. Determinelif these procedures
cohp1y with Section 130.

Findings: |

2. Intarview the private school official and determine if they
. a )
y are knowledgeable concerning Title I.

4Findings:

3. Review source documents to determine eiigibiiity of private
'school children as to residence, test scoras, needs. ' ;

-J Findings:

4. Verify if Title I equipment has been placed in the private

?

* school and ascertain its usage. ' -

Findings: .

&
85
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. Exhibit 9 (page 2 of 2)

. ; .
5.. Determine if the private school is participating in the PAC.‘ L
- s < : N N . & » .fy ' ‘:‘:’
Findings: , : o
&
I 2 . ’;
* “
‘ o
o
4 ) ‘ .
» é(‘ »
¢
4 < ’ )




 Selection of Pamc:panu
1

Exhibit 10. (Kansas) , _
Audit Report: Selection of Pa;‘ticip‘ants (page 1 of 3)

Interview project director to determipe prmvdurm used 10 select participants. (omparc lhls
procedure to the selection criteria specified in the approved application.

FINDINGS:

2

~ Determining procedures

Same as specified in apbhrauon
Exceptions

Comments:

o

Obrain a listing of p;rtiripams in a projuect school and their test selection scores. Determine if the
students were those who had the greatest need (lowest scoring children).

FINDINGS:

Students with greatest need selected
Yes .
No

Comments:

Review test selection method to de(ermuw that rhlidren ‘were not p.mu |p.umg who have s nrvd
at or above the iorm (50%. grade level equnalem etc.).

] %

" FINDINGS: :

All students participating are below the norm.
Yes
No

Comments:

~

; . -
Determine if dlagnosur lesumz was dom* to assess mdmdunl problems for project emph.ms and
content.

FINDINGS:

" 'Was diagnostic. lemng done to assess individuai needs'

sYes
. No

Comments:

Test, used.
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"Comments;

| | , Exhibit 10 (page 2 of 3)

Compare. the project application prrmum'l list 10 determine if those were the nnlv persons
receiving Title 1 paymems

FINDINGS: B ’
Are positions specified accunine?
Yes . t ;
No. . .
Comments: ' :

.

Determine that Title 1 paid personnel {professional non- pmfcssmnal) were. used as
supplemental and not replacement of general swaff and or general aid.

- »

FINDINGS: - ; . -
Staff is supplemental and not supplantal. '

Yes : :
Exceptions ) . -~ .

a

v
-

Review the documentation of in-service Irainirig sessions 10 delermme if joim (r’nmnq between
aldes and prolessional staff were conducted.

-~ . o’

F INDINGS: :
. . . " Y . -~ v
Joint in-service between aides and professionals. °
Yes . L ' .
Exceptions , . . ’ :
_Comments: s '
K .
3 [cIN3
- <
»
]
. 2
<
[ o
<
, ;
[} o - 4
.
. ¢
v » 8 -l N
> R .
¢ :
o - L4 ]
) 88
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C.

Size, Scape, Quali.y ,' °

1.

,fi : Exhibit 11. (Nebraska) ' (page'1 of'1)
" Audit Report . 4 ] ",

et

Project app11gae1on personneT list will be reviewed to determine if those’
were the only persons receiving Title [ oayments and compliance with ‘he
FTE soecified.

Findings: . '

Action: R

. ¢

" Title I personnel will be 1nterv1ewed to determ1ne if staff specified in

the application was in.compiiance with duties a?]owed to be performed under
F1nd1ngs : , P.L. 95-561

-t

Act1on:

[
P .
I

Title I paid personnel (orofess1onai/non profess1ona1) will be reviewed to.
ascertain if they were used as supo]ementa?

F1nd1ngs ) . < .- >

Rt

“Action: . ' 7 . -

. ] /
1

.7 The documentation of in-service training. sessions will be reviewed to -

detarmine if joint training between .aides and professional staf?¥ were
conductad as well as the appwopr1ateness end poS1t1on effectiveness
Findings .

Action: . . 4 H 4 .

91




~ of the firm aand its operating onllosophy

'determining whether an audit ‘has beep conducted in accord- .
dnce with generally accepted 2{iditing Standards “will be the. N

-tTrols

" controls if that document provides at a minimum tkte ’nfor*a-

(page 1 of 6) -

Exhibit 12A. (New Mexico)
. Quality Control Questionnaire

<
t

S%S 4 identifies nine elements of quality comtirol thac
punl’c accpunting firms must consider in order to assure PN
themselves that they have ccmplied with ﬁenerallj acceptec )
audltlng standards .when expressiag an opinion on fjinancial: g

tatements. The policies aad orocedures That lnalv1dua’ :
fi?ms develop to deal with these cualluy control eldments
are det~-m1ned by such facctors . as the size and sTructure

One factor that the State Auditor must consider in',

quality controls used by ‘the indevrendent auditor's account- DR
ing firm. The sample questionnaire on u-e“‘o7low§ng pages - R
was drawn from the AICPA discussion dr £z, "Qualicy Cont rol
Policies and Procedures for Part;c;patlng CPA FTirms,' issued
April 1977 by the Special Commi .:ec on Proposed Standards .
for ‘Quality Control Policies and Procedures. This Iform ™
permits the accounting firm, whatever its size, TO provide . -
the State Auditor WIth basic evidence of its quality con- ‘
Sowever, the firm may submit to the State iuditor's T
Ofrlce its own document evidencing its-review of quality T

tion covered in the samn’e cueStlonnalr

The quality control information is to be submitted only ~
once a year, at the time the firm submits its. Iirst audic LK
report for tkat ?1scal vear. : ° :

' . . - n - LI ~

T
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“ - . —./\ . [—n . . . s
‘ , . . . Exhibit 12A (page 2 of 6)
. ‘ . \
Lo (Name of Public Accounting Firm)
oo ", Quality Controls In Effect
- ' As ,of . , 18

.
, : .
. | ' | - '\

. -

I have reviewed the following”policies and procedures that relate to quality -
contréls, and have indicated whether or not I believe each of the listed policies

or procedures is being followed:

Question Yes| No| KNotes or Comments

~

. . _INDEPENDENCE » (I

1. Communicate policies and procedures relating
, to independence of personnel at all organi-
* + zatiomal l%yels. T : ' ,
z. Inform personnél of the firm':~inde- ) -
.péndence policies and procedures and ' !
advise them that they are expected to
be familiar with these' polic1e° and

procaduraﬁ o

’

. -
b. Emphas1ze independence of mental
o attltude in trzining programs and
in supervision and review of engage-
ments. | - o : _

ASSIGNING" PERSONNEL TO ENGAGEMENTS

1. Delineate the firm's approach to assigning
\..personnel. ' ) . /
. .’ 4. *
a. Id_ntlfy ‘cn-a- tlmelv basis the staffing

’ requirements of specific engagements

I ’ I
b. Prepare time budgets for engagements ‘
’ to determine manpower requirements ,f/ : _
and to schedule field work., '
. R ’

. 3 . 3 . .
c. - Evaluate the qualifications of personnel 3
8s to: experience, position, background,

and SPEClal expertise.. _ . _ . C A \\v/(‘

’ -~ .

d. Plan the 1hv01vement by superv1sory
personnel ..




Exhibit 12A (page 3 of 6)

Question, _ ' ) Yes ‘| No

Notes or Comments

'b. Provide an enyiromment in which personnel

~a. Assign responsibility for planning an

Provide procedures for planning engagéments. , |-

e. Avoid situationy where possible indepen=--
dence problems and conflicts of interest
. ‘may exist, such as assignment of personnel
‘to engagements for clients who are former
empioyers or are employers of certain kin.

f. Avoid assigning personnel to an engage-
- .ment who have been assigned at. that )
<~ responsibility level on that engagement -
. wmora than a specified number of times or.
a specified number of years. ' £

 CONSULTATION

Iden:ify areas and speciallzed situations
where consultation is required. . ,

a. Maintain or provide access to adequate
+ reference libraries and other authori-
tative sourtes. s

are encouraged to seek counsel from
designated specialists. “

s

c. Require documentation as to the considera- o

tions involved in the resolution of
. a
differences of opinion. v .

-SUPERVISION - . . .

engagement. Involve appropriate pér=,
sonnel assigned to the.engagement in o
the planning process.-

. . . 3 ' . "
b. Develop background information or review
information ~btained from prior engage-
. .ments and*update for changed sircum-

stances.
J/ \

c. ‘Describe matters to be included in the . o
engagement planning process, such as ’ . :
the following: TR y ot

(1) Developmént of proposed audit _ 1
programs. | . " .




G

Exhibit 12A (page 4 of 6)

Quesction L

Yes

No

Notes or Commeacls

a.

b.

*

1. Mzintain a program designed to obtain
*  qualified persanael

a.

2. DProvide procedures for maintaining che firm's
standards of quality for the work performed.

. Provide procedures for reviewing engagement
working pavers and Teports. S ‘
. 2

 scardards of qualicy. : .

Describve documentation evidencing review

Ed

(2) Determination of mampower require-
ments and need for specialized
‘knowledge.

(3) Developmeat of estimates of time.

raquired to complate the emgagement.

Y

Provide adequate supervision at 2
organizational levels ccusidering”the
training; abili:zy, and experience of

che L:zsoanel assigned.

b

Develop guidelines Zor the form and

content of working papers.

C}equi:e that reviewars have appropriate
competence and respousibilizy.

Datermine chat work periormed is com=
plete znd conforms to the firm's - -

of working papers and che reviewer's

o ' . '

findings. .

Provide for review of the report by an

approvpriate individuzl having no’ other .

responsibilizy for the engagement.

=

HIRING | [

a

Plan for the firm's personmnel needs at
all levels and establish quantilisd
hiring objeczives based on current
cliencele, qncicipa:;d gTowth, per-
sonnel turnover, iadividual advance-
ment, and retirement.

Review hizing resulzs periodically te’
determine whether goals and persannel
‘needs are being achieved.

96
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Exhibit 12 A

(page 5 Of 6)

Question

Yes | No

Notes or Cs

——ancs

Y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Iafor= applicants and new personne1 of zhe -
firm's policies and procodu-as ral=van: o
chem.

a. Prepare and aainzain a zanual-describing”
policias and procedufes Ior disczibucion
to persounnel.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Tscablish guidelines and raquirsmencs for the
fimm's ;rafessicna’ develovmenz program and
communigata tham CO :e*sanne’

a. CIZ4tablish contiauing profzssional adu-
catlon raquiraments Zor persounel act
each level wizhia tle f{ic

¢ o
b. Provide persomnel wich professional
lizsracure relacing. 22 curTang develop®
Zencs, iz professional cachmical scaadards.

¢. Monizor continuing prolassional aducazion
. srograms and =aintaia appropriate recards,
" boeh omra firz and am individual dasis.
d. ZEzphasize the imporzance of on—:ﬁé-job
taining as a significanc parT of am
individual's ueveloguen:.

. ADVANCEMENT

£stablish ‘qualificagions desmed aecassary

for the various lavels of responsibility

wiczhin the fira.
3) -

a. Prepare guidelines describing rasponsi-
bilicies ac each level and axpected
performance and qualifzzacions necessary
for advancezent of aach 15vel.,x o

b, Use a ag*sonnel =anual or ocler :eans Lo
cc:mun;c3L° advancenent policies and pro-
ceaures €2 pe'sonne‘

- 5

P

c. Gaczher and avaluate infor= =ztion on

per-o-_ance of ;ersoune-.




Exhibit 124 (page

;

6 of 6)

Questica

No

Notes or Coxm=encs

ACCZPTANCE AND CONTINUANCE OF CLIZNTS

Establish procedures for evaluatiom of pro-
spective clients and for cheir approval as
cliants. ‘

a. Communicats wich the predecessor audicor
: ‘as required by auditing scandards..

b. Evaluaze the firm's independence and
abilizy to service the prospective client.
Ia evaluating tha firm's 2bility, comsi-
, der needs for technical skills, knowledge
_ . of che iadustry, and persomnel.

e. Inforz personnel of the firm's policies N
and procedures fur accepting clients. ‘ '

= ; INSPECTIOR .
. 1. Detarxzine the inspection procedures zecessary ' '

to provide reasonable assurance that the
firm's other gualiszy couszrol policzies and
proceduras are operating efiectively.

.
) (Audictor) (Date)
@ 5 2z
; W
- .
98 . °
\) g - . . : -' e ’ . [N ::9(1)) ’ . -~ ::x ! ) *
EMC - ' ) ' . ".. .;’\; - ’ - - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. Exhibit 12B (New

STATZ AUDITOR'S OFFICE
ATDIT PROGAAM

Client:

Period E;ded

Mexico) (bage 1 of 3)

. SCEOQLS

w/?

Teod gae

Done
Ras

Period or Extazt of

Tyesmdimged am 2on Tgusmlee

- Plamniaz hhe Audie

Assigmaest made by audi" manager oT
supc.-v:‘.sa

A. Zagagement letter. )
B. Tirst notification to clieamt.

Prelizimary work.
A. Review prior yeas:
(1) Audit report

(2) Work papess

B //\ (3) Iaterzal comerol s:udy and

evaludition
(4) ‘Audit prograz
(5) Parmanent £ile
3. Review cocrespondence f£ile.
C. Review statutsry pgrovisions. .
A, Update pe‘*::a.ncn file with
perzinent stasutes. :
D. Stact permanent file o= new. clien:s

' Pre—audiz conference with audit manager

or superviscr.

A.  Second notification o cliezt.

Pre-audit conference with cliess. The
following mazters should be d.sc'..sse"
at this meeting.

A. Engagexeat letter.

B. Current econmomiec climacte (na:icnal,‘

state, aad local) azdé efifect ot
<lient's operazisas. s

c. S:.:r. £icant :changes in client's
‘opezations, accounting svstes,
accouating principles, persoznnel,
ete. Are the books in balance and
up to date? | :

D. Client's financial statementcs.
What is the basis of accounsing?

This 1is a”sugges:ed audit prograx that is to be used in develdping a tailered
‘audir- progra=. This audit program does net constitute an all-inclusive audi:
99

profTam. o




STATE AUDITOR'S OFTICE

" Exhibit 12B (page 2 of 3)

[ AUDIT FROGRAM
Client: ) Period Ended .
. Ww/P Done ?eriod or Zxten: of
’ 7’-.;-‘.1_;‘ )- Exg:‘v‘:P‘:-’ ansd Jamawire

Planaing

E.

M.
x.

o.

?.

zhe Audie (eont'd’

Current developments with respest .

roblens
£iscal year

to audit: concerms oI ;
encountered in prior
examination.
Disposition of prier
recomexadasions.
Potezzial affect o raceat pro=
nouncenents of AICZA.

fiscal yea:l

' Pessible opinion qualification

due to reszrictiomns, if any,
Placed by client on our work or
known derazture foz GALD.
chor:.ns rcqu.r::e.:s and
deadlines. .

Dates for interin examinaticn,
inventary observatisuns, ele.
IZ applicable, czordiration
with clieat's intermal audi:
staff. : ’

Assistaace of clieat's persomnel .
in preparing work papers. =

.Date.¢clien:z reeds to have reporth’

Working space and access to
building.

Tour o.-clien 's physical facili-

ties.
Type of rezord keeping efployed

(manual or some form of auctomated

gystex). .
Relationsaip with otaer zove:n:
mental unics that =zy
;udi:.

affect the-

ox

T



STATE

_Clieﬁ::

ACDIT

R'S'OFFICE
AUDIT PROGRAM

Periocd Eaded

Exhibit 128" (page 3 of 3)

w/P’
Index

Done ! Pericd or
Examiznation

3y

-~ ) 4 l
Exzens of '
and ‘lamarks -

Plapning the dudit (cont'd)

- 5.

* Secand pre-audit conierexncé
-Banager OT superviscr.

. prepare the audit planzming

. Qb:z.a the audics :annogr s

[
¢

A. Audit significance of items
’ _discussed ag meeting with
3. Nature,

sux=arizing tha pre- audit
eaces. il

or sugcr-
visor's approval of the audit pzo-.

gram and time budgc (This step to
be compleced after the audit” ‘program

slidns,
timing and extent 4f audic

..z:o*'z:'. =

with audic

snd time budget havc been prepnred ) >

!

, proceduZes iz critical audis areas.. .
C: Applicabilicy of statistical ..
sampling tcechnigques. .
‘D, Number of audi:crs Tequired.
Afcer the second pre-audis cons zence,

e




Exhibit ‘13A. (North Carolina) (page 1 of 2)

Audit From | SCHEDULE » PAGE_

RECORDS TO BE OBTAINED FROM STATE OFFICE

DATE » AUDITOR

. Secyred By:
Statement. of cash receipts and disbursements:

Xerox copy of project ledger cards

ROPT's ' .

Statement of budget disbursements and obligations outstanding:
Xerox copy of budget

Xerox copy of all amendments

Final financial completion report

List of outstanding obligations at state level

Salary Analysis:
Certification that instructional personne] pa1d correct amounts
- spot at least 6 months o

List of all personne1 or payroll, position, salary

Target Area Selection:
Cop1es of pages 1 and 2 of Project App11cat1on

Maintehanée of Effort:
Copies of pages from Statistical Profiles

- Selection of Participants: -
- Copy of page 8 from project application

Copy of Statement by Agancies providing Services in coordination with
Title I Activities from project applicaticn ‘

Copy of Project Narrative - Selection Criteria from project application

“application

Project Information - Information sheet from correspondence file,

103

Q. ~ | 97




INFORMATION" OR DOCUMENT OBTAINED AT LEA

Exhibit 13A (page 2 of 2)

AVAILABLE | NOT AVAILABLE

11.

Explain any records not aQeilable:

#

Accounting Records, Ledger Cards.
Logs to document expenses. '

Bank Statements for project per1od
Depos1t slips and reconciliation.
List of outstanding obligations.
Payroll data records. )

Time records for pforat d positions. :
Supplement schedules and m1nutes of board approvals.
Increment schedules for principals. |
Workmen's compensation policy.

List of participating children. :
List of children eligible for: free lunches.

P§12c18als monthly report for Sept ., Oct., or Nove
Equ1pment control records.

Mobile units locations.
PAC chairman's name and address.
CPA Report.

104




AUDITOR'S QUESTIONAIRE -- LEA Superintendent SCHCOULE  , PAGE

In general convgrSation'includé at least
the following?

SUPERINTENDENT -

El
s

Exhibit 13B. (North Carolina) (page 1 of 2)

DATE AUDITOR :

-

1.

A

Does the SEA Auditor have the cooperatidn and permission'of the LEA Superintendent
to: . . : ‘ ‘

A. Interview, Seek Information and éssistance from personnel in the
- LEA in connection with ESEA Title I operations?

Findinrs: Yes . No

. Comments:

B. Review accounting records, project records, files, documents and other
materials maintained by the LEA relating to the ESEA Title I project?

Findings: Yes ' No

Comments:

Determine name and proper title of person(s) di‘ectly;responsible‘to_the LEA
Superintendent for the conduct and operation of ESEA Title I programs.

Findings:

Has the Superintendent assigned duties to the Director of the éSEA Title I
program other than those directly related to the program?

Findings: . Yes " N6

Comments:

Q

.. What are these additional duties assigned in item 3 above?

Findings:

-

_Has the Superintendent instructed that salaries be prqrated'actordingly?
Findings: Yes | No
A CbmmentsE

. 105




‘“ AUDITOR'S QUESTIONAIRE CONTINUED:

" 6. Will the Superintendent be available for a
: the completion of the on-site audit?
Findings:

- Yes No

Comments:

106

Exhibit 13B (page 2 of 2)

SCREDULE , PAGE
DATE _, AUDITOR

conference (exit Conference) at

————




¢ < o -

Exhibit 13C. (North Carolina)| SCHEDULE , PAGE

: AUDITUR'SvQUCSYIONAIREf_LEA Director DATE y AUDITOR

DIRECTOR - ‘ - (page 1 of 2)

1. What are the duties assigned 'to this position?

Findings:

2. Is thisva full-time position, if not, does the Director prorate his salary
and keep time records? ‘

-Findings: Yes No. : o

Comments:

3. Are lists of students participating and target schools available?

<

Findings: ) Yes No

Comments:

4. Are these lists (item 3 above)lcomplete and accurate?

Findings: Yes: No

" Comments:

5. Aré names and duties of Non. instructional staff available?

Findings: Yes No

Comments:

[¢)}

Are project files well organized?
Findings: Yes . No

Comments:.

e am = sl e e ma ey me e e ek ma me ik ek e smemae L tm. ek s R ca b e TR TR mRe YR me L S el ma e em b, eh emia R

7. Are inventory records available?
Findings: Yes No

Comments: : 107




W Exhibit 13C (page 2'of 2)

AUDITOR'S QUESTIONAIRE . R
| SCHEDULE _ . , PAGE
‘a
DIRECTOR  (CONTINUED) . | DATE_______ , AUpITOR

8. Are accounting records organized?
Findings: . Yes " No
Commen'ts : '

" 9. Are }ecords available to suppoft maintenance of fiscal effortsf
Findings: Yes -~ uiNe___
Comments:

10. Are'recordslavailab1e to support school attendance areaselection?
Findings: Yes No ’
Comments: '

O

1. Are records available to support selection of participants?
Findings: Yes No '
Comments:

12. Are records available to document Private School participation?

- Findings:  Yes o MNo_
' Comments :

e ———

10 1Ug




Exhibit 13D. (North Carolina) (page 1 of 4)
Audit Report

SECTION 127(A) . , .

©

"Seec. 127. .(a) RECORDKEEPING.—FEach local educational agency -
which receives funds under this title shall keep such records
and afford such access thereto as the State educational agency shall
prescribe, including records which fully disclose the wmount.and
disposition of such funds, the total cost of programs and projects
in connection with which funds are used, the amount of the nortion
of the cost of the program or jroject supplied by other sources,
and ‘such other records as will facilitate an effective audit.
Whenever a local educational agency carries on a single compensatory
education program paid for out of funds under this title as well
as State or local funds vhich meets all of the requirements of
this title and whenever, under section 131, the local educational
agency excludes expenditures from State and local sources in deter-
mining compliance with section 126 (b) and (e), the State educational
agency need not require the Federal funds to be accounted for
separately. In any proceeding, State or Federal, for the recoup-
ment of any such funds which wvere misspent or mlsapplled the per-
centage of the funds so mlsspent or misapplied which shall be deemed
to be Federal funds shall be equal to the percentage of the funds
used, or intended for use, For the program or project which were
Federal funds.

109
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a

Schedule Page - |
_Date____ . Auditor's Initials___

Exhibit 13D {page 2 of &)

The audit of v has been performed in

‘accordance wifh generally acceptad auditing standards upon the

operation of this grantee for conformance with the compliance

with the legal and regulatory requiraments. -

- The grantee has/has not met complianca with Section .

Auditor's Statement:

A, Compliance item(s) tested:

' B. The nature of the test(s) par¥ormed:

C. The extent of the test(s):

s+ D. The results:

"110
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Exhibit-13D (page 3 of 4)

SECTIC' 134

fard)

"Sec. 134, Notwithstanding any provision of subparg 3 of this
part, personnel paid entirely by funds made available under this.
mey be assigned to certain limited, rotating, supervisory duties
not ‘related to classroom instruction, the benefits of which are not
limited to participating children under this title. Such duties
may include only those to which similarly situated personnel; not
hired with funds made available under the title are assigned at the
same school site; and for which such similarly situated personnel
are paid, and may not exceed the same proportion of total time
as similarly situated personiicl at. the same school site, or 10 per
centum of the total time, whichever is less." :

T e

T 111
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The audit of .

operation of this zr

g

Schadule Page
.Data ____ Auditor's Initial

oy F

.
S o

A

» Exhibit 13D (page & of 4 J

[N

. __ r2s been performed in

&>

o b
anve

. ‘v
accordance with canarzlly accepted auditing standards upon the

2¢e for conformanca with the compliance

with the lega] and ragulatory requireszsis. ' . .

The grantee has/ha2s noi m2t complidnca #ith Saction ‘ .

Auditor's Statecen::

. A L]

Compliance ii=={s) tested:

The nature ofF i52

tast(s) parformad: .

.

The extent of tae

tast(s):

The results:




%

15.

: Exhibit %. (Oklahoma) (page % of 1)

-+ Audit Proaédures\

o

Comparability | : .,

- ematical accuracy.

Compare Title ! schools identified on the compafabilityc
report with the Title.! schools listed on the approved -
application to verify uniformity.

FINDINGS: .

. . | /’7

- Review the LEA'? grouping of sépools'for'adherence to “
regulations. R i . - .
FINDINGS: ) ’

y -~ -

Review the LEA's comparability working papers for math~

-~

. FINDINGS:

Review sample of enrollment duig . awployee records, payroll
records, salary schedules, pessounel schedules, etc., to .
determine if comparab.lity was computed as required by

‘regulations. . _ . ...

FINDINGS : | o Ty

113
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Exhibit 15.

3.

EXPENDITURES RELATED TQ RANKING OF PROJECT AREAS AND SCHOOLS

(South Dakota) - Audit Report

(page 1 of 2)

Section 124(e)

“A Tocal edycational agency may receive fundg un-
der this title only {f such funds are allclated
among project areas or schools fdr programs and
srojects-assisted under this title on the basis
of the number and needs of children to be sarved
as aetermined in accordance with section 123."

NOT APPLICABLE - LEA serves oniy onaislementary and/or sacong-
ary Title | attendance area .

Comoliance Status of Expenditures Related to Ranking HA | Yes | No

a. The LEA has provided Title [ staff and resources for
instructional and supporting services on the same
basis in each projact area or school, or

b. The LEA has -squitably allqcated funds amang project
areas on the basis of the number of children served

Oollar Allocation Summary I Summary Comparison of Starfing Ratio
Dollars Particip.| Oollars | Attendance Area |Eligib.L READING MATH
Par School |Dup. Count]Per Parti. or School Enrall.| Needs [Partic.| Fic Aatio |Needs [Partic.| FTE | Ratio
’ [}
*
TOTALS/AVERAGES
Notes and Narrative Data:

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N

AR
I

115
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4, EVALUATION

Section 124(g) - Cs
“A local educational agency may receive funds
under this title only if <= o

“(1) effective procedures are adopted for evalua-- . {

ting, in acrordance with the evaluation schedule
promulgated by the Commissinner under section
183(g), the effectiveness of the programs assisted
under this title inmeeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children;

“(2) such evaluations will include, during each
three-year period, the collection and analysis of
data relating to the degree to which programs as-
- sisted under this title have achieved their geals,
including the requirements of section 130, and

. will also include objective measurements of educa-

tional achievement in basic skills over at least
a twelve-month period in order to determine whether
reqular school year programs have sustained effects
-over the summer; and

"(3) the evaluation will address the purposes of
the programs, including the requirements of.section
130, and the results of the evaluations ul}'ll be
utilized in planning for and improving projects
and activities carried out under this title in

subsequent years."® .

e

Exhibit 15 (page 2 of

Evaluation Instrument and Schedule Summary:

Grades in

Name of Test Tested Pre Post

HCE gains for two previous years-:

FY—

FY

Reading ; Math ;3 L.A.
Reading 3 Math ; L.A.

Compliance Status of Evaluation

a. Representativeness of evalluat'lan f'indings: Conclusions
apply to the nersons or schools served by the project

b. Reliability and validity of instruments and procedures:

1. They cons’lsteritly and accurately measure the
: objectives of the project

2. They are appropriate considering factors such as aje
or background of persens served by the project

¢. The evaluation ‘procedures minimize chance for errors:
1. The instruments are properly admininstered
2. Scoring and transcription of the data is accurate

3. Anmalysis procedures used are appropriate for the
assumptions from the data

d. valid assessment of achievemant gains in:
1. Reading, Math, and Language Arts in grades 2-12.

2. Language Arts does not include a project designed to
teach English to non-English speaking children -

e. Appropriate procedures to evaluate sustained gains
are 1nc1udedvin the evaluation plan

-

Notes ana Narrative Data:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Exhibit 16. (Tennessee) - (page 1 of 2)
Audit Report

D  SUPPLEMENTAL USE OF FUNDS AND

COMPARAZILITY SERVICES : : o Date

Cbtain &opies of comparability studies and other
information submitted to the SEA to show kthat
State and local funds are.used to provida target
schools servicss comparability to sezvices in
nontargat sc”oo1s. Evaluate the reasonableness
of the information considering the policies
igent in atep 1 and determine whather:

-

£
z
&7 24
i )

el

£i
al

s the minimum reguirsments of Title 1
ions regarding comparability of teachez-
ios and per pupil expanditures.

e

)

o
[+7)
w

g e (v

Oy - £
'Y
-

v
73

o~y "t
[14
._l .—I
h .
oo
Oy U e tn
n

G

(

Auditor's
Initials

W.P.
Ref.

v
[}

[e X
'Y
'L
fv

s readily supportable by records of
itures, personnel assignments, and
ttendance.

O e

o
»
Bt

] 'U
pott
[l .J

pu

. 4 [
Test the validity of information obtained in the
above steps at selected target schoolg, and -non-
target schocls serving the same grade-levels.
ubtaln f*g@ school records and discussions
with school principals and teachers information
for making an independent comparison of staffing.
Dacument and disparties. '

raining provided to spécia alists,
cs, -and aides is directly educati-
d children (116a 36 (a)

T117
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O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

hat no se:vices generally provided

Exhibit 16 (page 2 of 2)

‘Auditor

Date
ElERC)

-
3
S

Initial

wW.P.
Ref.

Determina &2 .

to all childran aze paid for from Title 1 funds
(115.40) )
Detarmina whekher the LEA conside red in it's
application ba2nsafits which may have been availa able
through other pudblic and private agencies which
would contcibute toward meeting the neesds of
ecucat;onallj ceprivad children (115. 41) )

that will show
t schools and the
sources of fu salaries at the
schools for Ll ;ef'od under review. Determine
the ex=2n: the usa of Title 1 funds actually
jne-easad the leval of staffing at the ktarget
schools as opgesed to nmerely funding positions.
praviously financed with Stata and local Zunds.
Did Title 1 pav for the excess cost of sezvices
orovidad to par ticipants or replace State and

-

lccal funding? (116.43)
Evaluate any -£inéings in light of information
suzmisted to SEA with the LEA's project apdli-

mra auditor should conclude whether
(1) the information was au‘flc ent to dssure
+ha SEA that Title 1 funds would not be usad
+o supslant St ané local funds, (2)
*ke LEA provi rabj;e services in t
schcols, pro:nct was impleman
+k2 manner ce 'in the project ap lic
{116.40) '

cation.
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Exhibit 17. (West Virginia) (page 1 of 2)
EXCESS COST-SUPPLEMENT/SUPPLANT

i

Titie | expenditures are used to provide only services that the

- applicant is not required to provide with state and local funds.

Yes  No ERR WL,

Title | funds have net been used to fund programs which replace
similer programs supported in previous year by non-federal funds.

Yes No NI | W.P.

— ——

Title | funds are not providing any services, including services
provided under a special program, that is the same as ¢of similar to
a service required by law.

Yes No N. I W.P.
‘Are Title | ‘employees restricted from substituting for regular personnel
absences? . . .
Yes C TNo Nol. W.P. - -
The total Title | instructional time per child does not exceed 20%
of the total instructional time computed on a per day, per week, per -
month, per year basis. . a

Yes - No . N.I. W.P.

WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF EDUCATION RECOMMENDED INSTRUCTIONAL TIME PER DAY

?

Grade K-3 : Grade L4-6 Grade 7-12
Per Day .. 20% = Per Day 20% = Per Day 20% =
315 Minutes | 63 Minutes| 345 Minutes | 69 Minutes | 375 Minutes| 75 Minutes

. ' 119

112 S
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APPENDIX A

Sources cf Information on Exemplary Materials

Educ. Program Dir. Chapter 1
Arizona Dept. of Education
1535 W. Jefferson St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Asst. Supt. for Compensatory Educ.
California Dept. of Education

721 Capitol Mall, 3rd floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Supervisor, Chapter 1
Colorado Dep.. of Educ.
201 East Colfax Street
Denver, CO 80203

Director, Compensatory Education
Georgia Dept. of Education

State Office Building

Atlanta, GA 30334

Education Specialist; Disadvantaged
Hawaii Dept. of Education

1270 Queen Emma St., Room 1002
Honolulu, HI 96813

Manager, Compensatory Educ. Sect.
Illinois Dept. of Education

100 North First Street
Springfield, IL 62777

Director, Chapter 1-ECIA
Indiana Dept. of Publ. Imstr.
State House, Room 229
Indianapolis, IN 42604

Chief, Chapter 1 ECIA

Iowa Dept. of Public Instr.
Grimes State Office Bldg.
Des Moines, LA 50319

'Coord., State & Fed. Pgms. Admin.

Kansas Dept. of Education
120 East 10th Street
Topeka, KS 66612

Coordinator, Chapter 1

Missouri Dept. of Elem. & Sec. Educ.
P. Q. Box 480

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Director, Chapter 1
Nebraska Dept. of Education
P. 0. Box 94987

Lincoln, NE 68509

State Director, Chapter 1l
New Mexico Dept. of Education
Education Building

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Director, Compensatcory Education
North Carolina Dept. of Publ. Instr.
Education Building

Raleigh, NC 27602

Director, Compensatory Educ.
Oklahoma Dept. of Education
2500 North Lincoln ‘
Oklahoma City, OK 73015

Coordinator, Chapter 1 ECIA

Div. of Elementary & Secondary Educ.
State Office ‘Building #3

Pierre, SD 537501

Director, Compensatory Education
Tennessee Dept. of Education
Room 111, Cordell Hull Bldg.
Nashville, TN 37219

Director, Compensatory Education
West Virginia Dept. of Education
Capitol Complex, Rm. 252, Bldg. 6

Charleston, WV 25304 -




